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Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Jehovah-Shalom, You have promised
us peace that passes all understanding.
That is the quality of the peace that
we need for today. It is beyond our un-
derstanding that You can produce se-
renity in our souls when there is so
much that is unfinished and unresolved
and unforgiven in us: in our relation-
ships, in our work, and in our society.
Sometimes we even deny ourselves the
calm confidence of Your peace because
we are so aware of what denies Your
peace in us. Take from us the strain
and stress as our anxious hearts con-
fess our need for You. Grant us Your
incomprehensible but indispensable,
palpable peace so we can be peace-
makers. Give the Senators a fresh infu-
sion of Your peace so that they may
deal with the disagreements and dis-
cord of the legislative process. Help
them to overcome problems and endure
the pressures of these days. In the
name of the Prince of Peace. Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-

ator from the State of Idaho, led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Idaho is recognized.

f

SCHEDULE
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the Sen-

ate will be in a period of morning busi-
ness until 10:30 a.m. Following morning
business, the Senate will resume con-

sideration of the pending Ashcroft
amendment to H.R. 434, the African
trade bill. As a reminder, there will be
a cloture vote on the substitute amend-
ment 1 hour after convening tomorrow.
It is still hoped that an agreement can
be reached to allow the Senate to com-
plete action on this trade bill by the
end of the week. The Senate may also
consider any legislative or executive
items cleared for action.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

f

MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

Senator from Illinois is recognized.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I seek

recognition in morning business, and I
make an inquiry of the Chair as to how
much time has been allocated in morn-
ing business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator has 10 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.
f

FINISHING THE SENATE’S
BUSINESS

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, many
people who are watching the business
of Capitol Hill are curious as to the
current state of affairs. We are obvi-
ously past our deadline of October 1 for
a new fiscal year. We were supposed to
have passed all of the appropriations or
spending bills by that time. Very few
Congresses ever achieve that, and this
Congress did not. But most Congresses
reach a point in the late days of Octo-
ber where we at least know the end
game, we know how it is going to end,
and we are merely putting paperwork
together.

Well, we are not quite there yet. In
fact, we are in a situation where there
is great doubt about how this session
will come to an end, and it is a great
irony that we would be questioning
how it will end in light of all the cir-
cumstances that we face. This is an ex-
traordinarily good time for America in
terms of the state of our economy, its

growth, the creation of jobs, keeping
inflation under control, and giving
businesses opportunities to start and
expand. All of these things are good
signs. In fact, we are generating
enough money now in terms of reve-
nues to the Federal Government that
we have gone beyond the era of deficits
and have now started talking about the
era of surpluses.

It was a little over 2 years ago that
we were fixated in this Chamber on
passing a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget. There were some
Members of the Senate who had lit-
erally given up hope that the Senate
could meet its own responsibility, and
they insisted that a constitutional
amendment be passed to give the Fed-
eral courts the authority to enforce the
law and stop Congress from spending.
That is how desperate many of these
Members of the Senate were in terms
of the deficit situation.

Well, things have changed dramati-
cally; 21⁄2 years later we now seem to be
at an impasse over a surplus, not over
a deficit. That amendment did not
pass. It lost by one vote. I voted
against it and would do it again. Now
we are talking about surpluses and
what to do with them.

The interesting thing about this de-
bate, though, is we are not focusing on
individual appropriations bills but
really keep returning to a subject that
has been around since 1935, because it
was in 1935 that Franklin Roosevelt
showed the vision and the political
courage to create Social Security. In
creating the Social Security system, he
really said that we were going to do
something dramatic to make sure our
parents and grandparents could live in
dignity when they reached retirement
age. Some people, primarily from the
other side of the aisle, called it social-
ism. They said, no, we aren’t going to
go along with ‘‘New Deal’’ politics cre-
ating these massive government pro-
grams. This same Republican voice was
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heard time and again for decades over
the creation of Social Security; that it
was a bad idea; it was socialism; it was
too much government.

Yet the program endured. Thank
goodness it did because it changed the
lives of Americans for the better and
gave us hope that in our senior years,
in our years of retirement, we could be
independent and live in dignity. Look
at what we have today—so many
healthy, vibrant seniors leading great
lives, knowing they have a safety net
called Social Security in which they
have invested through all of their work
experience. It is not enough to lead a
luxurious life by far, but it certainly
gives people that safety net, and they
are glad they have it.

We are debating about what to do
with Social Security as we end this ses-
sion. It is a principal source of retire-
ment income for two-thirds of the el-
derly. Listen to these statistics: In
1959, 40 years ago, the poverty rate for
senior citizens was 35 percent, one out
of three. In 1998, it was 10.5 percent, the
lowest on record. Last year, Social Se-
curity benefits lifted roughly 15 mil-
lion senior citizens out of poverty.

That is what it means. It means peo-
ple who would not be able to make it
can make it, at least barely make it, if
they are relying on Social Security. It
is more than just a retirement program
because one out of five people who re-
ceive benefits under Social Security
are either disabled, mentally or phys-
ically, or they are the survivors of
those who paid into the system.

We on the Democratic side have for
years advocated the protection of So-
cial Security. In that debate I men-
tioned earlier about a balanced budget
amendment, we offered an amendment
on our side and said we did not want
the budget to be balanced by using the
Social Security trust fund. Well, we of-
fered that amendment and only two
Republican Senators voted for it. When
we tried to protect the Social Security
trust fund from being raided as part of
that constitutional amendment, only
two Republican Senators would join us
and we were not successful.

Now we have this whole question
about whether or not we are currently
spending the Social Security trust
fund. There have been ads run by polit-
ical parties saying this fund should be
held sacred and it should not be
touched. Yet when we look at the
record, the Congressional Budget Office
tells us, as of a month ago the Repub-
lican appropriations bills already use
$18 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus. This estimate assumed appropria-
tions bills already enacted or those in
accordance with the then-current sta-
tus in the House of Representatives.
Since September 29, the use of the So-
cial Security surplus has grown.

I think that is a challenge to some of
the advertising being put on television
by the other side of the aisle. The facts
do not back them up. Republicans have
talked about protecting Social Secu-
rity, but, frankly, they have not. They

have used $18 billion of the Social Se-
curity trust fund so far.

They do not want to talk about a
program which a few months ago was
their pride and joy, the so-called Re-
publican tax cut; a $792 billion tax cut,
the vast bulk of which went to the
wealthiest people in this country. That
tax cut idea went over like a lead bal-
loon. People across America said: Why
in the world do you want to talk about
a tax cut when we have a national debt
we should be concerned about, when we
have the future of Social Security we
should be concerned about, when we
have Medicare we are concerned about?
Why do you want to talk about a tax
cut primarily for wealthy people?

If you remember the Republicans
went out in August and said we are
going to take our case to the people.
They came back after the August re-
cess and said: We are going to close the
books on this case. The people aren’t
interested. We will talk about it next
year.

The American people were interested
enough to take a look at and reject
this Republican tax cut, and it is a
good thing they did for the sake of So-
cial Security. Estimates suggest that
some $83 billion would have had to
come out of the Social Security trust
fund to pay for the Republican tax cut
package for wealthy people. That was
not going to fly. The American people
let the Republican leadership know
that and they dropped their tax cut
plan from their agenda and came back
and said instead we are dedicated to
protecting Social Security.

Let me tell you, the President has
the right idea when it comes to the sol-
vency of the Social Security trust
fund. He wants to make sure we lock
away that trust fund so it cannot be
raided and so we can say to future gen-
erations: Social Security is not only
solvent to the year 2032 or 2034, but be-
yond. I think he is on the right track.

The President’s Social Security
lockbox ensures another generation
can receive benefits from this impor-
tant program. It locks away interest
savings for Social Security. It transfers
interest savings to the Social Security
trust fund. It extends the solvency of
the Social Security system to the year
2050.

One other point that bears men-
tioning, we must address the needs of
the future of Medicare. Time and
again, the debate on this floor has ig-
nored the Medicare Program. Medicare
is the health insurance program for
seniors and disabled that, frankly,
needs attention at this moment more
than any other program. It will be in-
solvent by the year 2015. Yet precious
little is said or done in the debates on
Capitol Hill to address the needs of the
Medicare system.

The Medicare trust fund will go
bankrupt in 2015. To make matters
worse, the strains in the system will
continue to increase as the baby boom
generation retires, with the number of
Medicare-eligible seniors expected to

double to almost 80 million within a
few decades. We have proposed, on the
Democrat side, to lock away part of
our surplus that we see coming in the
years ahead to extend the life of Medi-
care for an additional 12 years. Not
only would this extend the solvency of
the system and the program, it would
eliminate the need for future excessive
cuts in medical care. Medicare is the
critical other half of the equation that
the Republicans continue to ignore.

Democrats are determined to make
sure that, as Speaker Gingrich once
said, Medicare does not ‘‘wither on the
vine.’’ We want to make sure this sys-
tem continues and survives.

I see my colleague from Massachu-
setts, Senator KENNEDY, on the floor. I
will yield to him in morning business
and close by saying, as we come to the
end of this congressional session, fami-
lies across America have the right and
responsibility to hold this Congress ac-
countable; to ask us the hard ques-
tions. What have we done under our
stewardship to make life better in
America during the course of this year?

Did we pass campaign finance reform
to clean up the mess in our campaign
election system? I am afraid the an-
swer is no, we did not. It broke down on
partisan lines. Even though we had 55
Republican and Democratic Senators
who were determined to pass it, 45 Re-
publican Senators opposed it and it
died.

Did we pass Senator KENNEDY’s min-
imum wage increase so we go from $5.15
an hour to a more livable wage for the
350,000 people in Illinois who get up
every morning and go to work for $5.15
an hour? The answer, sadly, is no, we
did not pass an increase in the min-
imum wage.

What did we do for the people who
are concerned about their managed
care, their health insurance, when they
want their doctors to make the deci-
sions and not the insurance company
bureaucrats; when they don’t want to
turn over a life-or-death decision to
somebody at the end of a telephone line
who may have a high school diploma
and no knowledge of medicine? Did we
do something to stand up for patients?
Sadly, the answer is no. The special in-
terests, the insurance industry, pre-
vailed in this Chamber. They killed the
good legislation we were trying to pass.
Sadly, that means the American people
have lost out.

What have we done for education, to
reduce class size? When I visit a class-
room in Wheaton, IL, with 16 kids in
the first grade and the teacher says:
Senator, this Federal program works. I
can give special attention to these
kids. If they are falling behind I can
help them. If they are gifted, I can give
them something extra to do. Keep the
class size initiative on track.

What have we done? We are in a bit-
ter fight now as to whether we will
even continue that program.

Sadly, as you look at all the issues,
whether it is sensible gun control in
light of the violence in schools such as
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Columbine, or whether you look at
minimum wage or campaign finance re-
form or the Patients’ Bill of Rights,
this Congress is going to go home emp-
tyhanded. We have failed the American
people. They should hold the leadership
in this Congress accountable for com-
ing here, drawing their paychecks,
punching the clock for their pensions,
and going home without addressing
issues that American families care
about.

So I hope in the closing days of this
session we can salvage something for
the time we have spent in Washington.
I hope as we start the next session, the
next round, the Republican leadership
will finally listen to the people across
America who want us to act in their in-
terests, not for the special interests.
Time and time again, families have
lost and special interests have won and
that is not what this Senate should be
about.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the time until 10
a.m. is under the control of the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield all remaining
time to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from Il-
linois. I must say, he has summarized
the situation as we are drawing to the
end of this part of the Congress very
well. There is still some time for this
do nothing Congress to mend its
ways—if there were a disposition to
make some progress, there is still some
time to do so.

But I think it is important, as we
come to the end of this session, to take
stock of what has been achieved and
has not been achieved. My friend from
Illinois has done an excellent job sum-
marizing those issues. I would like to
provide some additional comments on
some of the matters he raised.

First of all, as the Senator from Illi-
nois and others have pointed out in
these last days, we are still failing to
meet our responsibilities to those 11
million Americans who earn the min-
imum wage. In many instances these
are the hardest-working laborers in our
economy, but they are on the bottom
rung of the economic ladder—and this,
during the most extraordinary pros-
perity in the history of this country.
There has been an incredible accumula-
tion of wealth that has taken place
over the period of the last 5, 6, 7 years.
As a direct result of the leadership of
President Clinton and the Democratic
Members of Congress, and despite the
opposition of nearly every single Re-
publican Member, we are in the midst
of the greatest economic growth in the
history of the country. We have even
found the will to raise our own salaries
some $4,600 a year. But the Republicans
are now holding a minimum wage in-
crease hostage to $35 billion in new tax
breaks for the wealthiest Americans.

All we are asking is that we have at
least the opportunity to bring this
matter before the Senate and permit a
vote on it. It does not take too much
time—Members know this issue. But
under the parliamentary situation that
we find ourselves in now, the leader-
ship—the Republican leadership—is de-
nying us the opportunity to do so. This
is the seventh time that technique has
been used this year. Do we think the
purpose of it is to open and broaden de-
bate and discussion on matters before
the American people? No, it is to nar-
row and close down the opportunity for
debate and discussion.

So, when we look where we are as a
country, from 1965 up to the year 2000,
this line reflects what the purchasing
power of the minimum wage would be
with constant dollars of 1998. Here we
find back in 1965 all the way up to the
early 1980s, we actually found Repub-
licans and Democrats alike working to-
gether to make sure that working
Americans could earn a livable wage.

Then there was a period during the
Reagan administration, starting in 1980
and going right through 1988, when we
had a great deal of resistance in get-
ting any increase. We had one increase
in the minimum wage and another
spike again in 1995.

But if we do not take action by the
year 2001, the purchasing power of the
minimum wage will be at an all-time
low. And still we are denied an oppor-
tunity to bring this matter before the
Senate.

Eighty-five percent of the American
people favor increasing the minimum
wage, and the opposition refuses to
even debate it. The two old arguments
they have used against increasing the
minimum wage are that it will cause a
loss of jobs and that it will add to in-
flation. Those tired old arguments have
long since been discredited.

We know that when there has been an
actual increase, again, in October 1996
and October 1997, the employment lev-
els have continued to go up. There is
absolutely no case that can be made
that this will lose jobs.

Our proposal is modest, a one dollar
increase in two installments—50 cents
next January, and 50 cents the fol-
lowing year—to provide a lifeline to so
many who are working so hard in our
country. We know who the workers
earning the minimum wage are. They
are assistant schoolteachers who work
in our children’s classrooms. They are
assistants in nursing homes caring for
our family members.

This is a women’s issue because the
overwhelming majority of individuals
who work at minimum wage are
women.

This is a children’s issue because
eighty-five percent of the women who
are receiving minimum wage have chil-
dren.

It is a civil rights issue because many
of those involved in making the min-
imum wage are men and women of
color.

Most of all, it is a fairness issue. How
can we justify raising our own salaries

$4,600 a year and refuse to provide a $1
increase over 2 years for men and
women who go out every single day, 40
hours a week, 52 weeks a year?

This is absolutely unfair. Americans
understand fairness, they understand
work, they understand fair play, and
the Republican leadership is denying
the American workers fair play on this
issue.

I want to mention another important
issue which we hope to address in the
final days of the Senate, and that is
the issue of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, a very simple piece of legisla-
tion that says doctors—not account-
ants—ought to be making decisions in
matters affecting the health of our
families.

The protections contained in the
Norwood-Dingell managed care reform
bill which passed in the House of Rep-
resentatives three weeks ago by an
overwhelming bipartisan majority of
275–151, have been recommended by the
broad-based and nonpartisan Presi-
dents’ Commission. They are included
in the model standards of the National
Association of Insurance Commis-
sioners. These protections are already
available under Medicare. They are
used as voluntary standards by the
managed care companies’ own trade as-
sociations. They are the rights that
ethical insurance companies honor as a
matter of course, and that every family
believes it has purchased when it pays
its premiums.

These protections listed on this chart
are the ones we tried to guarantee to
the consumers of America. That essen-
tially is the Democratic proposal we
debated in the Senate. These circles in-
dicate what the Senate finally did on
these protections. My colleagues can
see they are zero in most of the cases,
and small coloring in other cases,
which means they took a partial fix on
some of these protections. And my col-
leagues can see what the bipartisan Re-
publican and Democratic proposal did
in the House of Representatives.

We are prepared to bring that House
bill before the Senate and debate it for
a few hours, pass it, and provide pro-
tections for the American people. We
do not need a conference. The Presi-
dent will sign it. Why don’t we move
ahead on this? This has bipartisan sup-
port. This has already been debated
and it had the overwhelming support of
68 Republican Members in the House of
Representatives.

Why are we not protecting the Amer-
ican people? Why are we being denied
the opportunity to provide protections?
If there is some question as to whether
we really are providing protections,
look at what is happening across the
country every single day. Every single
day the Congress delays the Patients’
Bill of Rights means more patients are
suffering.

Each day that Congress delays means
that more patients will suffer and die.
According to a survey by the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley, every
day we delay means that 35,000 patients
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will find their access to needed care de-
layed. Thirty-one thousand will be
forced to change doctors. Eighteen
thousand will be forced to forego medi-
cations ordered by their doctor. Fifty-
nine thousand will endure unnecessary
pain and suffering as the result of ad-
verse actions by their health plan. And
11,000 will suffer permanent disability.

The health professionals who deal
with managed care companies every
day know that prompt action is crit-
ical. According to a survey of physi-
cians by the Harvard University School
of Public Health, every week at least
18,000 patients’ medical condition wors-
ens because they are denied an over-
night stay in a hospital. At least twen-
ty-three thousand patients are harmed
every week because of the denial of
specialty care. Each week, at least sev-
enty-nine thousand patients are
harmed because of denial of needed pre-
scription drugs. The list goes on and
on.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield for a question.
Mr. DURBIN. I would like the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts to help those
following the debate to understand who
lines up on the different sides of this
debate.

The Senator has been here through
many of these legislative battles. He
knows there are forces at work that
want to pass a bipartisan Patients’ Bill
of Rights to help families, and there
are forces against. Will the Senator, for
the record, tell us how those forces line
up?

Mr. KENNEDY. That is an excellent
question. As the Senator from Illinois
understands, these protections did not
just come out of thin air. They were
recommended. Recommended by
whom? Virtually every medical society
in the country supports our program.
During this debate, we challenged the
other side to produce one medical soci-
ety that supported their program. We
still have not heard it.

Every medical society supports our
program. Every nursing society sup-
ports our program. Every consumer
group supports our program. Every pa-
tient organization supports our pro-
gram. Every one of the consumer
groups that have been trying to protect
children understands the importance of
getting specialists for children; not
just a pediatrician, but a pediatrician
oncologist to deal with cancer in chil-
dren and specialists in these areas. We
guarantee these. This Republican pro-
gram does not.

We have the legislative power of this
body to pass something which the
President will sign to provide the pa-
tient protections we are talking about.
All the majority leader has to do is call
up that legislation. Just call it up. Let
us debate it, and let us act.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield for a question.
Mr. DURBIN. If every medical orga-

nization—doctors, nurses, specialists—
has come down in favor of this bipar-

tisan approach, who is on the other
side of this? What is the force that is
stopping us from passing this legisla-
tion?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator again
has asked the important question. It is
the insurance industry. You have on
the one hand, as suggested by the two
questions the Senator asked, all of the
health professionals, all of the men and
women who have devoted their lives to
taking care of patients in this country,
the doctors, the nurses, all of the var-
ious professional societies, all the con-
sumer groups, all the children’s organi-
zations that care about this, all the el-
derly groups. And on the other side you
have the insurance industry that is op-
posed to it. The basic reason for that is
that it cuts into their bottom line—
even though they have guaranteed the
kinds of protections we are talking
about.

What we are trying to do is make
sure the patients are going to get the
kind of coverage and the kind of atten-
tion for which they had signed up.
What happens in so many of these in-
stances is the HMO, the policyholder,
just will not give what their patients
are guaranteed in these areas. And
with all the other complexities in
terms of denying the patients the op-
portunity to sue the HMO, we are de-
nied an opportunity for remedy as well.

There is rarely a public policy ques-
tion that is as important as this one.
We know what can be done. We have
good legislation, that is almost at the
door of the Senate, that could be called
up. I am sure the Senator from Illinois
would agree with me, and we could get
that done today. Certainly we could do
that, and the minimum wage as well.

I see my time has just about expired,
but I want to try to go through, brief-
ly, some of these other areas where we
have failed to take action. These are
the kind of issues about which people
talk to us. This is the kind of issue
about which families are concerned—
the minimum wage, a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. When I was in Methuen this
past Monday, I must have had four dif-
ferent senior citizens come up to me
and say: What’s happening on that pre-
scription drug proposal that the Presi-
dent is supporting—that so many of us
are supporting? Try to get that up and
get a debate, get that reported out of
the Finance Committee and reported
out here on the Senate floor. Please do
something about prescription drugs.

But we aren’t able to get anything
done on that. We aren’t able to get
anything done on the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. We have a Republican leader
who said that ‘‘House-Senate con-
ferences on other legislation have a
higher priority’’ than consideration of
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. So this
thing is just being kicked on over to
next year. That may be satisfactory to
some of the insurance companies. That
may be satisfactory to some of the Re-
publican leadership. But it is not satis-
factory to the families in this country.

In the final few moments, I want to
once again mention the areas of edu-

cation which we would have hopefully
had some opportunity to address with
greater time.

In recent years, too many in Con-
gress have paid lip-service to edu-
cation—and then failed to act to meet
the most basic needs of the Nation’s
schools. This Congress faces a major
test in the coming days, as we seek to
guarantee that education receives the
funds it deserves for the coming fiscal
year. If we want a better and stronger
America tomorrow, we must invest
more in education today.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator from
Massachusetts yield for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.
Mr. DURBIN. The debate then on the

President’s proposal for 100,000 teach-
ers to reduce classroom size, so that
teachers can give more attention to
the students, really is kind of a par-
allel to the 100,000 COPS Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we be allowed to continue for
3 minutes and it not be charged against
the Republican side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. If I might, then, say to
the Senator from Massachusetts, the
President’s program for 100,000 cops has
given the money directly to the police
departments and the communities to
put more cops on the beat. We have
seen the crime rate coming down in
America, partially because of this. Now
we have the same debate about the
money going directly to the schools so
they can reduce class size. And there is
resistance, again, from the Republican
side of the aisle.

Have we not learned any lesson from
the 100,000 cops, that if the money goes
directly to the problem, we can get re-
sults?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has
given an excellent example about pro-
grams that have been successful. And
we know these programs are working,
as the Senator has pointed out.

Communities do not understand why,
just a year ago, we joined hands to help
them reduce class size—yet we are on
the verge of abandoning our commit-
ment now.

Research has documented what par-
ents and teachers have always known—
smaller classes improve student
achievement. In small classes, students
receive more individual attention and
instruction. Students with learning
disabilities have those disabilities
identified earlier, and their needs can
be met without placing them in costly
special education. In small classes,
teachers are better able to maintain
discipline. Parents and teachers can
work together more effectively to sup-
port children’s education.

Project STAR studied 7,000 students
in 80 schools in Tennessee. Students in
small classes performed better than
students in large classes in each grade
from kindergarten through third grade.
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Follow-up studies show that students
from small classes enrolled in more
college-bound courses, had higher
grade-point averages, had fewer dis-
cipline problems, and were less likely
to drop out of school.

Because of the Class Size Reduction
Act, 1.7 million children are benefiting
from smaller classes this year. 29,000
teachers have been hired. 1,247 are
teaching in the first grade, reducing
class sizes from 23 to 17. 6,670 are teach-
ing in the second grade, reducing class
size from 23 to 18. 6,960 are teaching in
the third grade, reducing class size
from 24 to 18. 2,900 are in other grades,
K–12, 290 special education teachers
have been hired.

The program is well under way.
Abandoning our commitment to help
communities reduce class sizes would
break a specific promise made by Con-
gress only 1 year ago. It would also be
a violation of our responsibility to sup-
port a strong Federal-State-local part-
nership in education. Congress cannot
abdicate this responsibility.

We must also ensure that teachers
get the training they need to come to
school ready to teach. Teacher Quality
Enhancement Grants are an important
step in addressing the critical national
need for high-quality teachers. It re-
ceived strong bipartisan support in the
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, and Congress should fund it
at the full authorization level of $300
million for next year.

Children need and deserve a good
education in order to succeed in life.
But they cannot obtain that education
if school roofs are falling down around
them, if sewage is backing up because
of faulty plumbing—asbestos in flaking
off the walls and ceilings—schools lack
computers and modern technology—
and if classrooms are overcrowded.

We need to invest more to help
States and communities rebuild crum-
bling schools, modernize decrepit
buildings, and expand facilities to ac-
commodate reduced class sizes. Send-
ing children to dilapidated, over-
crowded schools sends an unacceptable
message to these children. It tells them
they don’t matter. No CEO would tol-
erate a leaky ceiling in the board
room, and no teacher should have to
tolerate it in the classroom. We need to
do all we can to ensure that children
are learning in safe, modern school
buildings.

Nearly one third of all public schools
are more than 50 years old. Fourteen
million children in a third of the Na-
tion’s schools are learning in sub-
standard buildings. The problem of ail-
ing school buildings is not the problem
of the inner city alone. It exists in al-
most every community, urban, rural,
or suburban.

In addition to modernizing and ren-
ovating dilapidated schools, commu-
nities need to build new schools in
order to keep pace with rising enroll-
ments and to reduce class sizes. Ele-
mentary and secondary school enroll-
ment has reached an all-time high

again this year of 53 million students,
and will continue to grow.

The Department of Education esti-
mates that 2,400 new public schools will
be needed by 2003, just to accommodate
rising enrollments. The General Ac-
counting Office estimates that it will
cost communities $112 billion to repair
and modernize the Nation’s schools.
Congress should lend a helping hand,
and do all we can to help schools and
communities across the country meet
this challenge.

Finally, in June with the support of
over 250 groups representing the dis-
ability community, health care pro-
viders, and the business community,
the Senate passed landmark legislation
99–0 to open the workplace doors for
disabled people in communities across
this country. Last week, the House of
Representatives passed this legislation
by a vote of 412–9. Once this measure is
enacted into law, large numbers of peo-
ple with disabilities will have the op-
portunity to fulfill their hopes and
dreams of living independent and pro-
ductive lives.

But despite the overwhelming bipar-
tisan support for the Work Incentives
Improvement Act, the House of Rep-
resentatives has yet to appoint con-
ferees to move enactment of this bill
forward.

A decade ago, when we enacted the
Americans with Disabilities Act, we
promised our disabled fellow citizens a
new and better life, in which disability
would no longer end the American
dream. Too often, for too many Ameri-
cans, that promise has been unfulfilled.
The Work Incentives Improvement Act
will dramatically strengthen the ful-
fillment of that promise.

We know that millions of disabled
men and women in this country want
to work and are able to work. But the
Republican Leadership in the House
continues to deny these citizens the op-
portunity to work be refusing to ap-
point conferees and move this bill for-
ward. Every day this legislation is de-
layed is another day the nation is de-
nied the talents and the contributions
of disabled Americans.

Current laws are an anachronism.
Modern medicine and modern tech-
nology are making it easier than ever
before for disabled persons to have pro-
ductive lives and careers. Yet current
laws are often a greater obstacle to
that goal than the disability itself. It’s
ridiculous that we punish disable per-
sons who dare to take a job by penal-
izing them financially, by taking away
their health insurance lifeline, and by
placing these unfair obstacles in their
path.

Eliminating these barriers to work
will help disabled Americans to achieve
self-sufficiency. We are a better and
stronger and fairer country when we
open the door of opportunity to all
Americans, and enable them to be
equal partners in the American dream.
For millions of Americans with disabil-
ities, this bill is a declaration of inde-
pendence that can make the American
dream come true.

For far too long, disabled Americans
have been left out and left behind. It is
time for Congress to stop stalling this
legislation, and take the long overdue
action to correct the injustices they
are unfairly suffering.

The issues I have discussed today—a
fair wage, health care, education, em-
ployment for the disabled, freedom
from hate crimes—touch the lives of
every American. If this Congress wants
to make a difference for our constitu-
ents—to improve their lives and to ease
their burdens—these are major issues
we must address.

I thank the Chair and thank the Sen-
ator from Maine for her indulgence.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I may consume
from the time reserved for Senator
THOMAS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PRACTICES OF SWEEPSTAKES
COMPANIES

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, earlier
this year the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, which I
chair, undertook an extensive inves-
tigation of the practices of sweepstakes
companies. We held hearings in March
and later in the year to examine the in-
creasingly deceptive and aggressive
marketing techniques used by many of
the sweepstakes companies in this
country.

At these hearings, I was told repeat-
edly by these companies that they did
not target the elderly, they did not use
deceptive techniques to try to induce
people to buy products they didn’t real-
ly need or want, and that they were
constantly reviewing their promotional
language to make sure it was fair.
They pledged to further improve their
efforts to make sure their mailings
were not deceptive.

Recently, my constituents have sent
me a number of examples of deceptive
sweepstakes mailings. I tell my col-
leagues, they are just as deceptive as
ever. I have seen absolutely no vol-
untary improvement by the sweep-
stakes industry, despite the extensive
attention given to their deceptive prac-
tices.

Let me share with the Senate some
of the recent examples my constituents
have sent me. This example is from
Charles M. Sias of Bangor, ME. Mr.
Sias happens to be the head of the local
AARP chapter, and he recently ar-
ranged for me to talk to a group of sen-
ior citizens in the Bangor area about
sweepstakes. We developed a list of tips
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for them to be able to identify decep-
tive mailings. It is particularly ironic
that Mr. Sias is himself receiving mail-
ings that are clearly deceptive. He is
very aware of what to look out for, so
he is not going to be deceived by the
language of these mailings. But, unfor-
tunately, that is not the case with
many other consumers who are inun-
dated with mailings of this sort.

Take a look at this mailing. It says,
in very large print: The judges have de-
cided: Charles M. Sias of Bangor is our
$833,337 winner. And then: We will up-
date our official winners list so that it
reads—again, it lists Mr. Sias’ name.
Urgent: Mail back your prize number
within 5 days. In the corner: This is
your exclusive prize claim number—
giving the appearance that Mr. Sias
has already won.

This particular mailing comes from a
division of Time, Inc., known as Guar-
anteed & Bonded. It is very similar to
the kinds of deceptive mailings we
have seen during the past year.

A representative of Time, Inc., testi-
fied at our hearings. She testified that
this kind of mailing is fair but assured
us they were continuing to evaluate
the copy in their mailings and they
were trying to improve it so there
would be no question.

This is a recent solicitation, and it is
just as deceptive as previous ones. I
think it is very disappointing to once
again see the use of very large, bold
headlines declaring that one of my con-
stituents is the winner of more than
$833,000 when obviously his chances of
winning are less than his chances of
being struck by lightning.

Let me give another example pro-
vided to me by one of my constituents.
In some ways, this letter from Pub-
lishers Clearing House, another one of
the major sweepstakes companies, is
even more insidious. It was personally
addressed to the woman who sent it to
me. It says: These are the certified
cash winner documents we alerted you
to watch for.

The use of the words ‘‘certified cash
winner’’ creates the image that my
constituent has won a great deal of
money. But this goes beyond the other
mailing. The $100,000 figure appears to
have been personally crossed out. On
the side, it says it is now $200,000 my
constituent is going to win, and it ap-
pears a woman named Dorothy, whom
we know to be an employee of Pub-
lishers Clearing House, has written a
personal note to my constituent, to
this woman who lives in Portland, ME,
and has written: ‘‘$200,000—see enclosed
urgent notification for details,’’—once
again, creating the impression that my
constituent is going to win not $100,000
but now $200,000. It is her lucky day.

Again, if we look at the small print,
we find that, in fact, the vast majority
of people responding to this solicita-
tion will receive just $1. It is extremely
misleading.

To add to the deception, Publishers
Clearinghouse includes what appears to
be a check of some sort. They call it a

claim voucher. It is made out to my
constituent. I have blocked out her
name to protect her privacy. It appears
to be personally signed in blue ink by
the treasurer and by Dorothy Addeo,
and it says: Cash value up to $100,000—
although we know from Dorothy’s
helpful little note that it actually may
be $200,000.

My point is that this is clearly in-
tended to deceive the people who are
receiving these solicitations. The in-
tent is to part people from their
money, to get them to buy merchan-
dise they don’t really need or want, in
the mistaken belief that somehow
making a purchase will either guar-
antee they will be a winner or at least
increase the odds of their winning that
great prize, those hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars.

There is another harm that is done
beyond the financial waste of senior
citizens and others wasting their
money buying products they don’t real-
ly need or want. That is the injury that
is done to a senior citizen’s dignity
when they realize they have been duped
by these highly deceptive mailings.

I recently received a letter from one
of my constituents which I will share
with my colleagues. It shows how trag-
ic some of the results are of these
sweepstakes. We found seniors who
have wasted $10,000, $20,000, $60,000 on
sweepstakes, thinking it would help
them win the grand prize. In some
cases, they have squandered their So-
cial Security checks and even borrowed
money. As I said, there is also the in-
jury to a person’s dignity once they re-
alize they have been fooled.

This letter captures that part of the
problem. My constituent writes to
Reader’s Digest in this case:

Several days ago my father received your
‘‘announcement’’ that he had been nomi-
nated to fill ‘‘your newest position’’ on the
‘‘exclusive Winners Advisory Board.’’ With
its official looking certificates and ‘‘per-
sonal’’ Internal Selection Record you had
him convinced that he was indeed being
asked to serve in some official, though hon-
orary capacity. When he realized that this
was another sweepstakes gimmick, and that
he was no more special to you than the thou-
sands of others who received this same ‘‘spe-
cial’’ announcement, he was devastated.

My father shared your ‘‘announcement’’
with me because he was proud that he was
being recognized by a company he has sup-
ported for many, many years. What a cruel
game you have played with a man who has
truly been a good customer. What a cruel
game you play with every person who re-
ceived this same, or similar letter, and who,
like my father, are vulnerable because they
believe the best about people.

I think my constituent has described
the problem very eloquently. These
kinds of deceptive mailings prey on
people who believe what they read, who
want to trust that they are not being
misled.

Mr. President, on August 2, the Sen-
ate unanimously approved legislation
that I, Senator LEVIN, Senator COCH-
RAN, Senator EDWARDS, and many oth-
ers have worked on, which would cur-
tail these kinds of deceptive sweep-
stakes mailings.

I want to thank the Chairman of the
House Subcommittee on the Postal
Service, Congressman JOHN MCHUGH,
for his excellent work in securing ap-
proval by the House of a strong meas-
ure to prevent these types of deceptive
sweepstakes mailings. In addition, Con-
gressman FRANK LOBIONDO, who intro-
duced a strong sweepstakes disclosure
measure in the House, has made a valu-
able contribution to the effort to curb
deceptive mailings. Congressman
JAMES ROGAN and Congressman BILL
MCCOLLUM have also introduced legis-
lation to address this problem, and
have given their strong support to the
effort to reform the current practices. I
also appreciate the support and assist-
ance given by Congressman CHAKA
FATTAH and Congressman HENRY WAX-
MAN, who have provided both excellent
ideas and leadership during House con-
sideration of legislation to address the
problem of deceptive sweepstakes.

The Senate bill was passed, as I said,
unanimously, and it is now pending in
the House Government Reform Com-
mittee. It has been unanimously ap-
proved by the Postal Subcommittee of
the House Government Reform Com-
mittee, and it is my fervent hope that
before we adjourn this year we can
clear this important legislation and see
it signed into law. It is time to put an
end to these deceptive and unfair mail-
ings that prey on the hopes and dreams
of our senior citizens.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and
seeing no one seeking recognition, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN
CHAFEE

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
have had earlier comments about our
good friend, John Chafee, but a line I
was trying to say was, more than a bal-
anced budget, what we need in this
body is balanced Senators. I don’t
know anybody better than John. He
was the best.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the wonderful
column by Mary McGrory entitled,
‘‘The Gentleman From Rhode Island.’’

There being no objection, the column
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 28, 1999]

THE GENTLEMAN FROM RHODE ISLAND

Sen. John Chafee of Rhode Island was a
hero on the battlefields of two wars: He
fought in World War II and in Korea. He was
also a hero on the battlefield of the Senate,
fighting valiantly, often for lost causes,
working behind enemy lines, defying his
party on matters of great import. He was an
aristocrat who brought to the Senate a sense

VerDate 12-OCT-99 01:38 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.009 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13339October 28, 1999
of noblesse oblige that is otherwise unknown
today. In an institution that calls every
male a gentleman, Chafee really was one.

He was of a size difficult for his colleagues
to manage. A wrestler in college and a
former Marine, he hated violence. He was a
high-minded patrician of colonial lineage
who came to be idolized by his heavily
Democratic and ethnically diverse constitu-
ents. He served for 23 years in a body that
today is renowned for its pettiness and nar-
row-mindedness and never to the end lost his
zest for coalitions and compromises. He was
a most clubbable man, jovial and kind. For
many in his caucus, vision consists of imag-
ining bringing Bill Clinton to his knees.
Chafee doggedly pursued his goals: clean air,
clean water, a nation free of guns, a world
where nuclear weapons were under control
and people negotiated their differences.

He worried about foster children who at 18
lose government subsidies; he worried about
the ABM treaty. The combination of prac-
tical and cosmic concerns and a nature that
seemed devoid of malice made him an object
of wonder. People who eulogized him on the
Senate floor, including those who never
voted his way, spoke of him with love and
tears.

New Hampshire Sen. Robert Smith, now an
independent, remembered that in 1991, when
the Republican leadership was trying to
dump Chafee as conference chairman, Smith,
a newcomer, decided against his fellow New
Englander. When he told Chafee that he was
going to vote for Thad Cochran (Miss.), all
Chafee said was ‘‘Oh, dear,’’ He lost by one
vote.

Sen. Daniel P. Moynihan (D), who served
with Chafee on Environment and Public
Works, remembers Chafee saying to him the
next day, ‘‘There is no place for us liberals
on our side any more.’’ He was smiling as he
said it.

‘‘Liberal’’ is now a toxic word. ‘‘Moderate’’
is as far as anyone goes to describe someone
who is out of step with Trent Lott. Repub-
licans show no mercy to people who, like
Chafee, sat down at committee tables and
without the slightest nod to partisan sen-
sibilities said, ‘‘Let’s get at it.’’

Time was when Chafee’s Wednesday group,
a weekly lunch for the like-minded, had a
dozen members and some influence. At their
most recent meeting, last Wednesday, there
were just five, counting Chafee. He was
gaunt and feeble after August back surgery.
He had weeks ago announced his decision to
retire from the Senate, but he was using
every last minute to make a difference.
Susan Collins, a freshman Republican from
Maine who, like several others, regarded
Chafee as ‘‘my best friend in the Senate,’’
told of Chafee’s fervent remarks about foster
children set loose at 18 and his hope that she
could help in helping them.

Chafee, a gentleman of the old school,
doubtless deplored what went on in the Oval
Office. But he was one of five Republicans
who voted against removing Clinton from of-
fice. He was one of four Republicans who
voted for the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty.

Chafee took no part in the pre-debate po-
lemics on the test ban. He and Sen. Richard
Lugar (Ind.), a pivotal Republican figure in
all arms control efforts, were conspicuously
absent. He told me a week before the treaty
suffered meltdown on the floor that he was
concentrating on the ABM treaty. As usual,
he was looking down the road to the day
when Senate hawks would tear up the treaty
on the Senate floor and remove the last ob-
stacle to building a missile defense system,
their ultimate pie in the sky.

Republicans had been sniping at ABM, call-
ing it ‘‘null and void’’ because the Soviet
Union, with whom it was negotiated, no

longer exists. Clinton will decide next June
about going forward with a project about
which the only certainty is its astronomical
cost. The Russians say they will tolerate no
change.

In this Senate the notion of unilateral
withdrawal is a live option. So is a return to
a full-throttle arms race and the Cold War.
Chafee did not press colleagues on the test
ban. He said he understood and shared their
reservations about verification and our
stockpile but on balance thought the coun-
try and the world would be better off if we
ratified the treaty.

Those looking for consolation—Chafee al-
ways did in a dark hour—can find a little in
the prospect that his death has greatly im-
proved his son Lincoln’s chances of suc-
ceeding him. Rhode Island is a small state
that sent a great man to the Senate, and
sympathy for his family is unbounded.
Chafee, a pragmatist, would be pleased.

f

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN
CHAFEE

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
come to the floor, after many of my
colleagues have already said magnifi-
cent things, to say a word about a man
I revered, worked with, and cherished
both in personal and professional
terms. That is, of course, John Chafee.
There are so many reasons I respected
and, in a sense, really loved John
Chafee, and do to this minute and al-
ways will.

Many of them had to do with what it
was that he didn’t say and what it was
that he didn’t find a need to do. There
was an interesting article in the Wash-
ington Post this morning by Mary
McGrory that made me think back to
the time I was in the Peace Corps. I
served with a man who has since died
by the name of Marty Grobli. We were
working on the Philippines program to-
gether. He was an enormous hero of the
Battle of the Bulge in World War II. He
had done works of heroism which I
never learned about because whenever
as a young person in my early twenties
I tried to ask him, because I wanted to
learn about it, he said he didn’t want
to talk about it. I think that is the way
of many who have been through sear-
ing emotional and physical experiences
of danger, of patriotism, of great per-
sonal risk—they simply keep it to
themselves. There isn’t a need to tell
others. War is not pleasant. War is de-
structive; war is carried out in the in-
terests of the Nation or of many na-
tions against one or several others.

John Chafee never felt a need. In
fact, in all the years I knew him, I
never heard him talk about serving in
two wars, World War II and the Korean
war, or the fact he was a marine. If one
looked at John Chafee, particularly in
the latter years, one wouldn’t nec-
essarily—unless you looked at that
chiseled face—say this was a marine in
the sense that one thinks about it in
classical terms. He was not into look-
ing tough, acting tough, or being
tough—he just was tough. But he was
tough on behalf of people he loved,
whom he represented in Rhode Island,
those he didn’t directly represent, al-

though he did as a Senator in the form
of children and women and the inherit-
ance of whatever quality of environ-
ment we will inherit in our country.

He was a steward of all of those
things. He was ferocious in the way he
fought for them. He never pushed him-
self forward. It always seemed, watch-
ing him on the Finance Committee
when he was in a hearing conducting
questioning, he was searching for
truth, not either to show knowledge, of
which he had a deep, deep repository,
or to show special seniority. It was al-
ways that he was interested in what
the witness was saying, reflecting on
what the witness was saying, being
courteous to the witness, tough on the
witness where the witness might be
withholding information or not fully
disclosing some of the other arguments
that might have been brought through
that witness’ answers.

I loved him for those qualities. I had
no idea, I think as no one did, that this
was going to be his fate. I didn’t look
forward to the fact he was going to re-
tire, but since he announced he was
going to retire I looked forward to the
fact he would go back to Rhode Island,
his beloved Northeast, to prowl his
State, to be with the people who stood
by him in all the years.

As the Senator from South Carolina
knows, John Chafee was also a Gov-
ernor. I was a Governor, and I think
Governors bring to this body a par-
ticular ability and desire to want to
reach a compromise to find a solution.
The Presiding Officer was a Governor.
And Governors often can’t allow them-
selves to tarry because of an ideology.
They can’t tarry on simply a petulant
feeling about this situation or that per-
son because they are the only person in
that State, be they man or woman, who
can resolve the situation. Therefore,
they have to seek a compromise. They
have to seek a solution. I love that
quality in a Senator. It is a quality
John Chafee had in just an unparal-
leled amount.

So he never got to go back home. I
feel very sad about that. I wanted to
think about John Chafee at home, en-
joying the fact he was looking back on
all of his years of national service and
public service and enjoying his grand-
children, his children, Ginny, his be-
loved State of Rhode Island, and all of
the Northeast. He was a remarkable
person.

I quote another thing Mary McGrory
said which I liked so much:

In an institution that calls every man a
gentleman, he really was one.

That kind of puts us in our places.
But it also very much says something
accurate about John Chafee. I have
heard him talk to people sharply. But
it was always on substance. It was al-
ways on issues. It was always on what
it was between himself and a resolution
to a policy problem that he cared
about.

In the leader’s chair sits the Senator
from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY. He and I will
remember, because we were both there,
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it was only last week—which is the
heartbreaking part of it—that Senator
John Chafee, as the senior member of
the Finance Committee, was con-
ducting a hearing on independent liv-
ing. That is the problem caused when
children are brought up, often abused
by their parents or by others, through
a foster care system, and then all of a
sudden at the age of 18 they are de-
clared independent.

Our colleague, the Presiding Officer,
the Senator from Ohio, is also very in-
terested in this problem. John Chafee
was quizzing the young people who
were there, who had come through the
system—many, many foster parents,
some of whom had worked, some of
whom had not—but they had been, at
the age of 18, declared independent.
They were just cast out. They lost
their health insurance. They didn’t
know how to open a bank account, not
necessarily even how to operate a
washing machine, and they said that to
us in very clear and compelling ways.

I thought it was in situations such as
that—I think my friend from Iowa will
agree with me—that John Chafee was
at his best. He was in his 70s. Yet he fo-
cused so much of what he did heavily
on children who were in their fourth
and fifth year, or in their teens. It was
a burden and a passion that never re-
lented.

The Senator from Iowa, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, and I are working very hard with
our staff and the Finance Committee
staff to try to complete that inde-
pendent living bill, not simply—be-
cause that would embarrass him—as a
way of honoring John Chafee, but,
frankly, because John Chafee would be
on us to do it. Knowing he is not here
to do it himself, we intend to do that
and we will do that. We hope it will
pass this body and the other body and
be signed by the President.

John Chafee’s health is something I
have to comment on because I always
thought of him, and do think of him, as
so strong. I wondered, as many of us
did in the last several months, what
was it that caused him to seem to be-
come so fragile so quickly? But be-
cause I knew John Chafee and had
known John Chafee, I always believed
it would pass because John Chafee al-
ways came back. He was always there.
He was frail because he had back sur-
gery, but that was not going to lead to
something else. It was simply some-
thing he was going to get over and
come back and take his place over
there, behind where the flowers are
placed on his desk, and resume his
work.

That is what John Chafee did. He did
not retire when he was in his late 60s.
He certainly was financially inde-
pendent enough to do so, but he didn’t
retire because he wanted to work. He
loved public policy. He loved helping
children and families. He loved health
care.

I can remember during the Clinton
health care debates, it was classic John
Chafee because we would go on Sunday

television shows and he and I would
have a wonderful conversation—before.
We had different views on the legisla-
tion. We would have a very warm con-
versation before and then he would,
during the course of the interview, pro-
ceed to shred me mercilessly, in good
Marine fashion; you know, using good
facts and good examples. Then, as soon
as it was over, he would go back and we
would be amiable.

I commented to him on that several
times, and he just would sort of brush
it off. He was doing his work. He was
doing the work he was here to do.

When we think of children in this
country getting health insurance, let
us remember John Chafee because it
was John Chafee who drove that. It was
called the Children’s Health Insurance
Program—CHIPs. And Laurie Rubiner,
his staff person, drove that. They were
driving this independent living bill.
There were so many things he did for
people of all sorts.

I haven’t even mentioned, except
very briefly at the beginning, the envi-
ronment.

John Chafee was also a very inde-
pendent person. I do not say this as a
Democrat; I say this as a Senator. I
liked so much the fact that he was so
ferociously independent of his own
party when he chose to be; of his own
party when they applied pressure on
him; from his constituents, presum-
ably, when they applied pressure on
him. He always did what he thought
was right. In the longer day of life, if
you are who you are and you stay who
you are, people will come in your direc-
tion. If you bend to other people’s wills
and people have a sense of that, then
there will never be a need for them to
come in your direction because they
will sense, if they outwait you, they
will prevail.

You could not do that with John
Chafee, whether it was because he was
this incredible person from Rhode Is-
land and Northeast, this son of early
America; whether it was because he
was a marine; whether it was because
of his own particular and unique na-
ture—he never backed away from any-
thing.

John Chafee was a great figure of the
Senate. I am not in the position at this
point to rate great figures in the Sen-
ate over eras. But I certainly start
with the idea that John Chafee was and
is one of those. I think he was an inspi-
ration. He inspired me. I felt better
when I saw him, when I was in his pres-
ence. I felt more motivated. I felt bet-
ter about everything because he just
did that to you, whether he was on his
cane, as he was in the last month or so,
or whether he was vigorous, as he was
always before that. He enriched the
lives of so many. He seemed to care
very little about his own comforts, but,
on the other hand, he was so devoted to
his family.

In closing, I want to think about
Ginny; I want to think about his chil-
dren; I want to think about his grand-
children; I want to think about his

staff, people who must be absolutely
devastated now, all of them, each of
the categories of people close to him,
whom I have mentioned. I want them
to know they were related to, married
to, children of, grandchildren of, and
working for, a really very great Amer-
ican.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on Mon-

day, as so many others in this body, I
was shocked to hear the news of the
passing of my dear friend and our col-
league, Senator John Chafee.

I spoke out at that time of the feel-
ings that both my wife Marcelle and I
have for John and for Ginny and for
their family. I would like to expand on
that just a little bit further on the
floor of the Senate.

When I spoke first, it was off the
floor. But John and I spent so much
time in this body that I felt it would be
only appropriate to say something here
because I feel that it was an incredible
privilege to have served with him. I
know his presence is going to be missed
greatly by everyone.

It still seems strange to stand on the
Senate floor and see his desk with a
black shroud on it and the flowers
there—something that in my 25 years I
have seen several times for colleagues.
You always hope you will not see it be-
cause when you see it you know—
whichever side of the aisle it is on—
that you will miss a Member of this
very special family. There are only 100
who are privileged to serve, at any one
time, in this body representing a quar-
ter of a billion people. We have respect
for each other, affection for many.

I think in this case, when you hear
what has been said by Senators on both
sides of the aisle, you know the great
affection and respect there is for John
Chafee. And it is only natural. He was
a truly extraordinary man. He dedi-
cated his life to serving his State of
Rhode Island and his country. He did so
with a commitment that yielded many
benefits to all Americans, way beyond
Rhode Island or New England.

He had a distinguished military ca-
reer. He never questioned when duty
called, even when it was at his own per-
sonal expense. He left Yale University
as an undergraduate to serve in World
War II. He returned to active duty in
Korea shortly after receiving a law de-
gree from Harvard. His contribution to
Rhode Island and our country contin-
ued as Governor of his State, as Sec-
retary of the Navy, and as a Senator.

The list of positions he held indicates
a man of rare qualities. But what he
did in those positions is what places
John amongst the finest Americans to
have served in the Senate. He was pas-
sionate about issues, but he had the
unique ability to search for com-
promise among otherwise divided col-
leagues. He never seemed to lose sight
of the fact that the Senate was work-
ing toward a common good, not an in-
dividual one.
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From taking the office of Governor

in 1962, in a largely Democratic State,
to his four terms in the Senate, John
Chafee showed the country he was will-
ing to look past party lines and see
what was at the heart of the issue at
hand.

He made so many significant, visible
and invisible, contributions to the Sen-
ate in the 24 years he served in this
body. I was privileged to serve with
him in each of those years. He was a
tireless advocate of the environment,
becoming the chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee in
1994. He was a staunch supporter and
advocate of many of the most impor-
tant environmental protection laws
that have been passed, including the
Clean Air Act of 1990. He was always
one of the strongest voices behind the
protection of our wetlands, as well as
the need to stop global warming from
further progression.

I remember our latest legislative ef-
fort together on the so-called takings
legislation, when John and I took to
the Senate floor defending the rights of
States and local officials to make their
own decisions about their commu-
nities. I am sure many in the Senate
probably grew tired as the two of us
reminisced about New England char-
acter and the landscape we love so
much. At times during that debate I
thought the Chambers of Commerce of
Rhode Island and Vermont should prob-
ably have hired us for all the things we
were saying, but we made our point.

In health care, John was an advocate
of compromise. His efforts to strength-
en Medicare and Medicaid were actu-
ally seen as trying to appease Repub-
licans and Democrats alike. What he
was trying to do was to bring us to-
gether, because in every bend of the
road, John was an advocate of serving
his country to the very best of his abil-
ity. And he was successful in that
every day of his life.

I think of arms control issues in the
1980s. John Chafee, John Heinz, Dale
Bumpers—I remember working with
them. We were sometimes referred to
as the ‘‘Gang of Four’’ as we worked to
bring reason to the nuclear arms race,
even though we spanned the political
spectrum among us. But as a veteran,
as a decorated veteran, as a respected
veteran, as a respected former Sec-
retary of the Navy, John was not only
an inspirational strategist in the
‘‘Gang of Four’’ but also an important
resource of knowledge about the needs
of an operationally effective nuclear
triad.

So all of us have lost a beloved
friend, one who will be missed dearly in
the Senate. But the country should
know the country suffered a great loss.
Here was a man whose outlook and
morals were of the highest standard.
That should be something Senators in
the present and the future should emu-
late. He was an anchor of civility for
the Senate.

It is interesting that both he and my
distinguished predecessor, as the senior

Senator from Vermont, Bob Stafford,
served as chairmen of the Environment
Committee—both bringing those New
England characteristics of civility in
working for the better good.

Marcelle’s and my thoughts and
prayers are with Ginny and the rest of
the Chafee family; and also with John
Chafee’s staff, who are among the fin-
est people here—his extended family.

He will be missed. It was a privilege
for the 99 remaining Senators to have
served with him. And I think all 99
know that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I want

to join with my colleagues in paying
tribute to Senator John Chafee. With
his passing this week, the Senate lost a
wise and courageous voice. Anyone who
spent any time in the Senate could see
that Senator Chafee’s reputation for
honesty and individual conviction were
well-deserved.

I want to offer his family my deepest
sympathy and my deepest appreciation
for sharing him with us for so long. He
served as a role model of what a Sen-
ator should be.

The more I think about Senator
Chafee—the more I realize the qualities
that are rare today, were common in
the gentleman from Rhode Island. Rare
qualities like courage, independence,
and a desire to always do what is right.

He often fought alone for what he be-
lieved was right. He worked for legisla-
tive compromise, but never com-
promised his own principles.

I was proud to join with him on many
important initiatives, and his mark
can be found on many of the landmark
environmental protection laws enacted
in the last twenty years. He was a
thoughtful environmentalist—pro-
tecting the health and welfare of peo-
ple, wildlife, and the environment as a
whole, while at the same time bal-
ancing the needs of the economy. He
recognized the fact that the West had a
different relationship with its natural
resources than the East. His work on
clean air, clean water, oil pollution,
and endangered species has benefited
the entire nation. The people and the
environment in my state, 3,000 miles
away from Rhode Island, are far better
off today, because a man named John
Chafee served 23 years in this body.

Senator Chafee was also a consistent
and articulate supporter of trade. And
on issues like China MFN, he and I
worked for the same goals.

Senator Chafee was a champion of
women’s health care long before it was
politically correct. Long before anyone
had ever heard of ‘‘soccer moms,’’ he
stood alone many times to fight for
women’s health, and he never backed
down.

Senator Chafee was also a strong ad-
vocate of a woman’s right to choose.
He was a voice of reason in an increas-
ingly emotional debate. He protected a
woman’s right to determine her own
fate and to make her own health care
decisions. He worked to improve access
to reproductive health care services

and to improve security at women’s
health clinics. I always took a great
deal of comfort knowing he was at the
table fighting for women.

Perhaps his greatest commitment
was to children, all children. He
worked to expand Medicaid to provide
health care for milllions of low income
children. He fought to protect Med-
icaid. I know there are milllions of
children who are now healthy adults
because of the work of Senator Chafee.
One of my most vivid memories of Sen-
ator Chafee was fighting on the floor in
June 1997 to expand health care secu-
rity for the 10 million uninsured chil-
dren. He refused to give up his goal,
and he refused to pass an empty prom-
ise. His work created the successful, bi-
partisan Children’s Health Insurance
Program (CHIP) which ultimately will
provide health security for five million
children. Think of the kind of impact
he will have on the quality of life for
these five milllion children.

Mr. President, I believe one of my
roles in the Senate is to speak for
those that have no voice—children,
working families, the environment,
battered women, and the elderly. Those
are the same causes John Chafee served
and served so selflessly. I only hope I
can measure up to the standard he set.

When someone like John Chafee—
someone with rare personal qualities
and a legacy found in the millions of
people his policies helped—when some-
one like that leaves this world, it
makes the rest of us reflect on his con-
tribution. Mr. President, this Senate is
the poorer for his passing.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President,
today I join my Senate colleagues, the
people of Rhode Island, and the citizens
of this great nation in bidding a sad
farewell to our friend and countryman
John Chafee.

From the shores of Guadalcanal to
his hometown of Providence, RI, to the
floor of the United States Senate, John
Chafee was a true patriot. In every-
thing he did, he put the best interests
of the United States first.

And even when I disagreed with him,
I knew that our disagreements were le-
gitimate disagreements about what
each of us felt was the best interests of
this great country.

Descendant of two Governors and a
Senator, John liked to joke that the
one member of his family who ran for
office as a Democrat—Harvard pro-
fessor Zechariah Chafee—lost handily.
John, knowing the family history,
signed up as a Republican and never
looked back.

John was a remarkable man coming
from a remarkable family. His legacy
gave him a lot to live up to, and he not
only met but exceeded all expectations.

John’s record of successes began at
an early age. In high school, he was the
runner up in the 135 pound class in the
state wrestling championships. And let
me tell you, nobody wrestles like those
135 pounders! Not only was it an im-
pressive achievement, but it was good
training for a future career as a Sen-
ator.
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Later, at Yale, he was captain of the

undefeated Yale freshman wrestling
team. We will never know if he would
have repeated that achievement the
following year, because he left Yale in
his sophomore year to enlist in the Ma-
rines—he didn’t have to do that, but
because he was an American Patriot,
he did.

In the Marines, he served at the Bat-
tle of Guadalcanal. John was in the
first wave of Americans to join in the
bloody and important battle there.
This country will always owe a great
debt to him and the other Marines who
served so bravely there.

After the Marines, John sought to
move on with his life. He went to Har-
vard Law School, got married, and
began the practice of law in the state
he loved so dear. But duty called once
again, and he returned to the Marines,
to lead a rifle company in our struggle
in Korea, and the nation’s debt to him
became even greater.

After his service in Korea, John re-
turned to Rhode Island and embarked
upon a political career. While John had
ups and downs in his time, he certainly
had more ups than downs. And more
importantly, he knew how to handle
those downs.

One of the downs came in 1968, when
he lost the governorship in a surprising
upset. Richard Nixon, recognizing the
talent in John, tapped him to be Sec-
retary of the Navy. There he was faced
with a difficult decision concerning the
chief officers of the Pueblo, a Navy ship
that had been taken by the North Kore-
ans. John decided not to court martial
the captain and chief intelligence offi-
cer of the ship, deeming that they had
suffered enough during their intern-
ment in a Korean prisoner of war camp.
It was a difficult decision, but John
Chafee has a great wisdom in difficult
matters and the nation once again ben-
efited from John’s leadership.

In 1976, he was elected to the United
States Senate, the institution to which
he would devote the rest of his days.
Both John Chafee and I won elections
to the Senate in 1994, he for his fourth
term and I for my first. Despite the dis-
parity in seniority, we became friends,
exchanging greetings on his birthday,
which was just last Friday. He always
appreciated my greetings, and sent the
kindest thank you notes in response.

In my time here, I had the pleasure
to work with him on a great number of
issues, but two in particular stand out.

The first is ISTEA, the all-important
transportation legislation we passed
here few years ago. I worked closely
with John to secure desperately-needed
transportation projects in my home
State of Missouri. John was always
willing to work with me and my staff,
and the citizens of Missouri must be
added to the list of those who owe him
a debt of gratitude.

The other issue that stands out in my
mind when I think of John is his effort
to reform the Superfund program. John
was always concerned about the envi-
ronment; back in 1969, the New York

Post reported that John would stop his
campaign motorcade and get out of his
car to pick up a piece of litter. John al-
ways understood that we were all re-
sponsible for improving the environ-
ment, and his efforts to improve Super-
fund were based on that belief in indi-
vidual action. As chairman of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee,
he was in a position to act on his love
for the environment, and his work in
reforming Superfund is one of his most
important achievements.

John leaves behind a loving wife,
Ginny, 5 children, and 12 grand-
children. My prayers are for them at
this time. They will miss him, as will
we all.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to remember my friend and col-
league, Senator John Chafee.

We were both elected to this great
body in 1976. But, John was not your
average freshman Senator. Whereas I
had never held office before, John came
to the Senate with a service record to
his State and his country that was al-
ready exemplary.

He was a war hero, having fought
with the Marines on Guadalcanal. He
was a Rhode Island state legislator,
Governor, and Secretary of the Navy.

But here, he was not content to rely
upon past achievements, no matter
how great those achievements were. He
fought diligently for a cleaner environ-
ment, better health care, and a fair and
fiscally sound Medicare and Medicaid
system. Most recently, we worked to-
gether on the ‘‘Caring for Children
Act,’’ a bill which would have respon-
sibly taken our nation’s child care pol-
icy into the next century, providing
parents with more options and expand-
ing the ability of states to meet the
needs of low-income working parents.

It was my pleasure to serve with
John Chafee on the Finance Committee
and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. His leadership and under-
standing on these issues will be greatly
missed.

I secretly admired John in another
way as well. I understand that he could
play a mean game of squash, which is a
game I never learned.

Of all of John’s titles—Governor,
Secretary, Senator—I know that his fa-
vorites were ‘‘Dad’’ and ‘‘Grandpa.’’ I
offer my deep condolences to John’s
wife, Virginia, and to their children
and grandchildren. I know that spend-
ing more time with them and in his be-
loved Rhode Island following his retire-
ment next fall was something that he
looked forward to. The tragedy of his
sudden death is all the worse because
he was cheated out of this well-earned
retirement.

John Chafee was a gentleman, a
statesman, and a true public servant.
There is no higher accolade that I can
pay him.

Elaine and I send our deepest sym-
pathies to his wonderful family and to
all Rhode Islanders on this great loss.

CLASS SIZE REDUCTION
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, we are

nearing the end of the budget process,
and there were inferences made on the
floor yesterday that the class size ini-
tiative should not be part of the final
budget agreement because—it has been
claimed—the President doesn’t have
the authority to insist that we hire
more teachers to reduce class size.

Mr. President, I have come to the
floor today to clarify the President’s
important—and authorized role—in
fighting for smaller classes. I have also
come to the floor to remind my col-
leagues that this year we have smaller
class sizes—where discipline has been
restored and kids can learn the basics—
because last year Congress made a bi-
partisan agreement—and a bipartisan
commitment—to hire 100,000 new
teachers in order to reduce size in first,
second, and third grades.

Today, as the budget process winds
down, I want to make sure that our
agreement is not pushed aside.

Let me remind my colleagues that
the President does have the authority
in the Constitution to register his
opinion on whether or not the budget is
acceptable. In fact, the President
doesn’t just have the authority, but he
has the responsibility under Article I,
Section 7 to return bills with his objec-
tions that he does not approve of. And
I’m glad the President has that author-
ity and that he will use it if this Con-
gress doesn’t guarantee class size re-
ductions. And 38 Senators signed a let-
ter saying we would stand behind his
threatened veto because we agree class
size reduction is critical.

Mr. President, in trying to reduce the
number of students in each classroom,
I have followed the process. In March,
I was told it wasn’t the right time. In
the subcommittee, I was told we
weren’t allowed to offer amendments.
In full committee, I was told it was too
controversial. Then, when I got the
floor, I was told I’d have to wait until
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act was written. If we have to
wait until then, we won’t be able to
tell kids they will have small classes
next year, and we can’t tell teachers
they will have their jobs next year.

Mr. President, I have followed the
process, and I have waited. But I am
tired of waiting as I sense that this
Congress is trying to undo our bipar-
tisan commitment. What am I sup-
posed to tell students, ‘‘Congress has to
write the ESEA and until then, you
have to learn your ABCs in a class with
35 students.’’ To me, that is not accept-
able. I’m not going to tell them that. If
this Congress feels so strong that guar-
anteeing smaller classes is not impor-
tant, you can give them your excuses.

This is about money in the budget
that Congress approved last year, and
it is about us keeping our commitment
to improving education by reducing
class size.

The class size reduction effort has
been a success in its first year. Today,
we have kids learning in classrooms
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that are less crowded—learning to
read, learning to write, and learning
the basics with fewer discipline prob-
lems. They are working with a trained
professional. Research shows they are
going to have higher graduation rates,
higher grade point averages and a high-
er likelihood of pursuing higher edu-
cation.

They are going to be successful be-
cause of the work this Congress did one
year ago. And the President has a right
to insist on it. We as Democrats have a
right to insist on it, and—as a Senator
in this body—I am here to insist on it.

Now is the time to keep our commit-
ment. Now is when the decisions are
being made. Now is when we have to
stand up for smaller classes. If we have
to wait until after all budget deals
have been cut, until after all the
money has been spent, we will have
failed those teachers, we will have
failed those parents, but most impor-
tantly, we will have failed those chil-
dren.

Mr. President, it is a national pri-
ority to reduce class size so kids can
learn the basics and so discipline can
be restored in the classroom. It is a
promise we made last year and we need
to put the money behind it, wherever it
is appropriate.

A few weeks ago, I met with a teach-
er in Tacoma, WA, named Kris
Paynter. Last year, there were 30 kids
in her first grade class. This year there
are 13 because of this program. That
makes a huge difference for those kids.
I saw a disciplined classroom where
kids could learn the basics. Next year,
we don’t know how many kids will be
in Ms. Paynter’s class. And we can’t
even guarantee those 29,000 teachers
hired last year will keep their jobs.

Mr. President, putting all of these
process questions aside, what really
matters at the end of the day is that
kids have smaller classes. The teachers
and parents in this country care that
we do it. Period.

The millions of children who are now
in smaller classes aren’t wondering
‘‘has this been authorized?’’ or ‘‘is this
in the budget?’’ or ‘‘does the President
have the constitutional authority to
reduce class sizes?’’ What really mat-
ters is that we fulfill our promise to
parents, teachers, and students that we
made last year in a bipartisan process.

Mr. President, I hate to say it, but at
every turn, this Congress has put spe-
cial interests ahead of the interests of
real families. This is the last oppor-
tunity we will have to do something
significant for kids. We didn’t address
the loopholes that still allow kids and
criminals to get their hands on guns.
We didn’t make schools safer after the
Columbine tragedy. We didn’t provide
health insurance to more kids. This is
the last chance we have in this Con-
gress to do something for out kids, fix
a problem we know exists. And I am
here to say that we cannot let this
chance pass.

We need to keep our commitment to
reducing class size. We need to be able

to tell those teachers they will have
jobs next year, and we need to be able
to tell those kids they will have small
classes next year. Let’s stand behind
our commitment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

f

THE HAGEL PROPOSAL ON
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to briefly comment
on a significant development in the
fight for campaign finance reform. This
morning, a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators, led by the Senator from Ne-
braska, Mr. HAGEL, announced a new
campaign finance reform proposal. Let
me say that I and the Senator from Ar-
izona, Mr. MCCAIN, warmly welcome
the heightened participation of this
new group of Senators, which includes
the Senator from Louisiana, Ms.
LANDRIEU, who has been, from the day
she came to the Senate, a strong sup-
porter of campaign finance reform. I
also note that it includes five Repub-
lican Senators who have previously
never voted for a campaign finance re-
form measure that includes limits on
soft money.

As I predicted last week on the floor,
the wall of protection for the current
system of unlimited soft money con-
tributions to the political parties is
rapidly crumbling. While I am pleased
by this development, I am not sur-
prised. The soft money system is inde-
fensible. I think we saw that during
our abbreviated debate last week. Op-
ponents of reform didn’t defend soft
money; they tried to divert our atten-
tion from it. They actually questioned
whether there is anything corrupting
about unlimited contributions from
corporate and union treasuries to the
political parties.

As the chairman of the Global Board
of Directors of Deloitte Touche
Tohmatsu wrote in the New York
Times when he heard about these com-
ments on the floor:

You could almost here the laughter coming
from boardrooms and executive suites all
over the country when Senate opponents of
campaign finance reform expressed dismay
that anyone could think big political con-
tributions are corrupting elections and gov-
ernment.

I think the new initiative, led by the
Senator from Nebraska, recognizes the
opponents of reform have now re-
treated to an untenable position. They
are defending the indefensible. To say
there is nothing wrong with unlimited
contributions to the political parties,
that this is somehow the ‘‘American
way,’’ is to live in a fantasy world the
American people simply will not ac-
cept.

The public knows soft money is
wrong. The public knows soft money is
corrupting. And the business commu-
nity knows it, too, as the Global Chair-
man of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu so
well expressed.

While the Hagel proposal does not
ban soft money completely, which I be-

lieve is an essential element of an ac-
ceptable campaign finance reform bill,
it does limit it significantly. So what
you have here is a whole new group of
Republican Senators, as well as some
Democrats who are obviously saying it
is not unconstitutional to limit soft
money. In fact, they are obviously see-
ing the abuse of $300,000 or $500,000 con-
tributions and they want to do some-
thing about it. So I am looking forward
to working with Senator HAGEL and
the others to reach common ground.

When campaign finance reform left
the floor last week, we had a total of 55
Senators who had voted in favor of re-
form. Now, with this new initiative,
there are five more Senators who ap-
parently are prepared to vote to change
this system. I think that is very sig-
nificant, as I am sure my colleagues
know, because what is 55 plus 5? It is
60. If we can bring all of these Senators
together on a package they can all ac-
cept, we can break the filibuster. What
we need now is real hard work, bipar-
tisan work. We need to bridge our dif-
ferences. If we can do that, we can de-
feat the defenders of this corrupt sys-
tem and give the people a cleaner and
fairer campaign finance system for the
new century.

I yield the floor.
f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

f

AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
434, which the clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (H.R. 434) to authorize a new trade
and investment policy for sub-Sahara Africa.

Pending:
Lott (for ROTH/MOYNIHAN) amendment No.

2325, in the nature of a substitute.
Lott amendment No. 2332 (to amendment

No. 2325), of a perfecting nature.
Lott amendment No. 2333 (to amendment

No. 2332), of a perfecting nature.
Lott motion to commit with instructions

(to amendment No. 2333), of a perfecting na-
ture.

Lott amendment No. 2334 (to the instruc-
tions of the motion to commit), of a per-
fecting nature.

Lott (for ASHCROFT) amendment No. 2340
(to amendment No. 2334), to establish a Chief
Agricultural Negotiator in the Office of the
United States Trade Representative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss the trade bill which is before
us, and to register some disappoint-
ment with the path the leader has cho-
sen to pursue because at this point the
leader has indicated that he is not
going to permit amendments to this
trade bill. He has brought the bill to
the floor, but he has what we call
around here ‘‘filled the tree.’’
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I am certain people who are listening

to this out across the country must
wonder what this language we use
around here means. Very simply, it
means the Republican leader has con-
structed this bill and amendments to
the bill that preclude other Senators
from offering amendments to this leg-
islation. I regret that. I think it is a
mistake.

One of the reasons we are bogged
down around here is because the leader
keeps doing this and keeps bringing up
bills and keeps filling the tree. He
keeps filing cloture and doesn’t let the
Senate legislate. I understand from
time to time that may be necessary to
move business in the Senate. But I
think it has now happened so fre-
quently that it is actually stopping
business in the Senate. I believe that is
a mistake.

Hopefully, this will change and we
will be given an opportunity to offer
amendments. I have several amend-
ments that I believe should be consid-
ered by the body on this legislation.
They are directly relevant to trade. In
fact, I can’t think of amendments any
more relevant than the amendments I
would like to offer.

The first amendment I would like
considered is one to give direction to
our trade negotiators as they go into
the WTO Round in Seattle next month.
We are just weeks away from our nego-
tiators going into talks with all of the
other countries that are involved in
these discussions. We have not taken
the opportunity to give direction to
our trade negotiators on the policies
they ought to pursue in these talks.

I believe it is very important that we
set out what the goals should be. What
should we ask our negotiators to have
as their negotiating priorities?

I also would like to offer an amend-
ment that would give trade adjustment
assistance to farmers because right
now they are left out. If they are ad-
versely affected by a trade agreement
that we reach, tough luck. They are
left out. They are not helped. They
ought to be included. Certainly, there
ought to be restrictions as to how it
would apply. But trade adjustment as-
sistance ought to be provided for farm-
ers. That is an amendment that I
would like to offer to this bill. Right
now I am precluded from doing so be-
cause, as I indicated, the Republican
leader is denying other Senators the
opportunity to present amendments.

I am willing to live by the will of this
body. I am willing to offer an amend-
ment and have votes taken. If I win, I
win. If I lose, I lose. But I would at
least like to have the opportunity to
see where the will of the Senate lies on
these questions. What are the negoti-
ating instructions we give to our dele-
gation to the WTO talks? Should farm-
ers be included in trade adjustment as-
sistance just as every other worker in
this country is eligible? I believe the
answer to those questions is a firm yes.

Let me first indicate that the reason
I believe it is so critically important

that we give instructions to our nego-
tiators with respect to agriculture and
what they do in terms of pursuing an
agricultural policy in the WTO talks is
because we are getting skunked in
these discussions. We have been getting
skunked and skunked repeatedly in
these international trade talks.

Not so long ago I was visiting with
the chief negotiator for the Europeans
who told me: Senator, we believe we
are in a trade war with the United
States on agriculture. We believe at
some point there will be a cease-fire in
this conflict and we want to occupy the
high ground. The high ground is world
market share. Our European friends
have engaged in a strategy and a plan
to dominate world market share in ag-
riculture. They have succeeded bril-
liantly. They have gone from being the
largest importing region in the world
to being one of the largest exporting
regions in 20 years. They have done it
the old-fashioned way: They have done
it by buying these markets. They have
spent, and spent profusely, in order to
win this world agricultural trade bat-
tle.

Over the last 3 years, they have aver-
aged $44 billion a year in support for
producers versus our $6 billion. They
have been outspending America 7 to 1
in terms of support for producers over
the last 3 years. That is part of their
strategy. That is part of their plan.
They want to go out and buy these
markets. The way they have done it is
very interesting. They have developed
a structure of agricultural support that
pays their producers more within Euro-
pean boundaries to produce the same
crops we produce, and then they take
the surplus production that results and
sell it for fire sale prices on the inter-
national market, driving prices down
for them, driving down prices for us,
driving down prices for everyone. That
is also part of their strategy as they in-
crease their market share—again, with
the notion they are going to be in a po-
sition when a cease-fire is declared in
this trade conflict to extract conces-
sions. Oh, how well that strategy and
plan has been working.

Their level of support is much higher
than ours—3 times as high in some
measures, 7 times as high under total
support measurement, 60 times as high
looking at world agricultural trade
subsidy—and we are being outgunned.
How do we win a fight when we are
being outgunned on world agricultural
export subsidy by 60 to 1? That is what
the latest figures reveal. Europe ac-
counts for almost 84 percent of all
world agricultural trade subsidy; 84
percent. The United States, 1.4 percent.
They are providing 60 times as much to
go out and buy these markets as we are
doing. Not surprisingly, they are win-
ning.

Their trade negotiator said: Senator,
we have a higher level of support than
you do. In the last trade talks, instead
of closing the gap, they were able to
get equal percentage reductions from
these unequal levels of support. Again,

that is part of their strategy and plan.
They don’t want to see this gap closed.
They don’t want to see the United
States go up and theirs go down. They
don’t want to see any movement in
this relationship where they are now
dominant. Instead, they want to secure
equal percentage reductions from these
unequal levels.

If they are able to do that, they will
push us closer and closer to the brink
of losing tens of thousands of farm
families all across this country. That is
why I believe it is critically important
we offer negotiating objectives for ag-
riculture to our delegation that will
begin with the WTO Round in Novem-
ber.

If I were able to offer the amend-
ment, I would offer the following nego-
tiating objectives. The amendment I
have crafted, and it is cosponsored by
Senator GRASSLEY of Iowa, lays out
seven principal negotiating objectives
for agriculture:

No. 1, we should insist on the imme-
diate elimination of all export subsidy
programs worldwide. Export subsidies
only depress world market prices. I
think this is something we could agree
on in the Senate. It is not in our inter-
ests to have world agricultural export
subsidies. It is certainly not in our in-
terests when the Europeans are out-
spending the United States in this re-
gard 60 to 1.

No. 2, we should insist that the Euro-
pean Union and others adopt domestic
farm policies that force their producers
to face world prices at the margin so
they do not produce more than is need-
ed for their domestic markets. Every
economist I have spoken to has told me
that is something that makes sense to
them, that every country ought to face
world market prices at the margin. It
is one thing for countries to adopt do-
mestic food security policies to ensure
they can feed themselves; it is entirely
another matter to subsidize excess pro-
duction and then dump this surplus on
the world market, depressing prices for
everyone else.

No. 3, we should insist that the State
trading enterprises, such as the Cana-
dian Wheat Board, are disciplined so
their actions are transparent and they
do not provide de facto export sub-
sidies.

No. 4, we should insist on the use of
sound science when it comes to sani-
tary and phytosanitary restrictions.
Too often these are used as hidden pro-
tectionist trade barriers. On geneti-
cally modified organisms—which is a
very hot issue in Europe—we should in-
sist that foreign markets be open to
our products, but we should also recog-
nize we can’t force consumers to buy
what they don’t want. We have to give
consumers the ability to make an in-
formed choice on whether they want to
buy these products without letting in-
flammatory labels be used as hidden
trade barriers.

No. 5, we should insist that our trad-
ing partners immediately reduce their
tariffs on our agricultural exports to
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levels that are no higher than ours and
then further reduce these barriers.

No. 6, we should seek cooperative ag-
ricultural policies to avoid price-de-
pressing surpluses or food shortages.

No. 7, we should strengthen dispute
settlement and enforce existing com-
mitments. We honor our commitments.
All too often, other countries that are
party to these agreements fail to fol-
low what they have pledged to do.

I think these are seven commonsense
negotiating objectives we ought to lay
out for our delegation to the WTO
talks. I hope at some point we are able
to offer that amendment.

I have indicated I want to offer an
amendment allowing our farmers to
qualify for trade adjustment assist-
ance. The amendment I want to offer—
and again, this is cosponsored by Sen-
ator GRASSLEY—makes farmers eligible
for trade adjustment assistance similar
to what is provided to other workers in
other industries who suffer as a result
of unfair imports. When imports cause
layoffs in manufacturing industries,
workers are eligible for trade adjust-
ment assistance. But when imports
cause the same kind of problem to
farmers, they are not eligible because
the test is job loss.

Of course, farmers don’t work for a
paycheck, they get their living by sell-
ing the commodities they produce.
When they are faced with a cir-
cumstance in which they are unfairly
impacted by trade imports, they lose
their income but not their job. So when
it comes to trade adjustment assist-
ance, they are out of luck. They don’t
qualify for trade adjustment assist-
ance. Farmers lose their income, and
there is nothing to help them. In fact,
this may be something we do to them
ourselves. We may negotiate away cer-
tain sectors of our industry as we did
in the so-called Canadian Free Trade
Agreement. Yet we come back and do
absolutely nothing for the sector of our
economy that was traded away—in this
case, farmers.

We have a case in my State where
certain loopholes were negotiated in
the Canadian Free Trade Agreement
that allow Canadians to flood our mar-
ket with Canadian durum. We can’t
send a bushel north, and yet there is
nothing to help our farmers who were
basically sold out in that negotiation.
There is not one thing to be done to
help them. We have lost hundreds of
millions of dollars a year, and nothing
is being done to provide assistance to
those farmers. The least we could do is
provide trade adjustments as we do for
every other industry.

That is why I believe we must act on
an amendment such as the one Senator
GRASSLEY and I have crafted. Trade ad-
justment assistance for farmers can
not only provide badly needed cash as-
sistance to a devastated agricultural
economy; it can reignite support for
trade among many family farmers.

The Conrad-Grassley amendment
would assist farmers who lost income
because of unfair imports. Farmers

would get a payment to compensate
them for some, but not all, of the in-
come they lose if increased imports af-
fect commodity prices. The maximum
any farmer would receive in any one
year is $10,000, and the maximum cost
of this amendment would be $100 mil-
lion a year.

Under our amendment, the Secretary
of Agriculture would decide whether
the price of a commodity has dropped
more than 20 percent and whether im-
ports contributed importantly to this
price drop. The ‘‘imports contributed
importantly’’ standard is the same
standard the Department of Labor uses
to determine whether workers are eli-
gible for trade adjustment assistance
when they lose their jobs.

In order to be eligible for benefits
under this program, farmers would
have to demonstrate their net farm in-
come has declined from the previous
years. This was a criticism leveled at
the amendment in the Finance Com-
mittee, and we have added this provi-
sion to try to respond to that criti-
cism.

Farmers would also need to meet
with the USDA’s Extension Service to
plan how to adjust to the import com-
petition. This adjustment could take
the form of improving the efficiency of
the operation or switching to different
crops.

Training and employment benefits
available to workers under trade ad-
justment assistance would also be
available to farmers as an option. In
most years, the program would have a
very modest cost because very few
commodities, if any, would be eligible.
But in a year comparable to last year,
when hog prices collapsed and wheat
prices tumbled, the program would
offer modest support to compensate
farmers for the harmful effect of im-
ports.

These are two amendments that I be-
lieve are totally relevant to the bill be-
fore us. One of these amendments I of-
fered in the Finance Committee to this
very bill. Now this legislation is on the
floor and we are precluded from offer-
ing an amendment here. Again, I hope
the leader will relent. I hope he will
open it up so those of us who have seri-
ous amendments, amendments that de-
serve consideration, can at least get an
up-or-down vote.

The second amendment I discussed,
dealing with WTO negotiating objec-
tives, I also think is directly relevant.
Frankly, we are not going to have an-
other chance to give instructions to
our delegation before they go to the
WTO Round. Before they commence
these trade talks, we ought to have an
opportunity to give negotiating guide-
lines to our negotiators. That is part of
our responsibility, part of our role. If
we do not have a chance here, we are
not going to have a chance.

Finally, I have a third amendment on
agricultural sanctions that I would
hope could be considered.

I very much hope before this is done
we will have a chance to offer amend-

ments, amendments that are serious,
that are relevant to trade, so our col-
leagues may pass judgment on them, so
we may consider and vote on them.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.

f

NO NEW WAVE OF ISOLATIONISM

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am
going to speak in a moment on the
trade bill, but first I want to repudiate,
or at least take issue with, some of the
comments that have been made by the
President and those of his National Se-
curity Adviser, Sandy Berger, when he
made comments about the Senate be-
coming the new isolationists.

I looked at his speech he made before
the Council on Foreign Relations just a
couple of days ago. He blasted the Sen-
ate, blasted Republicans, or that was
the implication. I will quote:

It’s tempting to say the isolationist right
in Congress has no foreign policy, that it is
driven only by partisanship. But that under-
states it. I believe there is a coherence to its
convictions, a vision of America’s role in the
world. Let me tell you what I think they are
in simple terms; First: any treaty others em-
brace, we won’t join. The new isolationists
are convinced that treaties—pretty much all
treaties—are a threat to our sovereignty and
continued superiority.

I could go on, but I am very offended
by that statement. I am very offended
the National Security Adviser of this
President would make such a state-
ment about Members of this Senate. He
is factually incorrect. He is making
statements that send bad signals
throughout the world that are un-
founded, and he should be ashamed,
and he should apologize for this speech
he made before the Council on Foreign
Relations.

He implies this new isolationism is
against all treaties, and he is implying
maybe Republicans don’t like treaties.
Let me just take issue with that.

In 1988, we passed the Intermediate
Nuclear Forces Treaty. It passed by an
overwhelming margin. We passed the
START treaty, Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty, START I in 1992, START
II in 1996, by overwhelming majorities.

We worked and had a bipartisan arms
control group that monitored arms
control. I might mention, that started
under President Reagan and President
Bush. It has been discontinued, to my
knowledge, under President Clinton,
and maybe that is to his loss. One of
the reasons that group was put to-
gether was that another arms control
treaty, the SALT II treaty, the Stra-
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty proposed
by President Carter, was defeated.

I am amazed, when people said the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was
the first treaty defeated in the Senate,
they don’t count SALT II. SALT II was
defeated. We didn’t have an up-or-down
vote, but President Carter had the
treaty withdrawn. He could count
votes and he didn’t have 67 votes. It
was not going to be ratified, so he
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withdrew the treaty. And he was cor-
rect in doing so. That treaty had fatal
flaws.

So subsequent administrations,
President Reagan and President Bush,
said let’s have a bipartisan arms con-
trol group in the Senate that will help
monitor, discuss, give advice and con-
sent. So we had good dialog on treaties
as they evolved, and this Senate was
quite successful in ratifying those trea-
ties. I mentioned the fact we ratified
INF, START I, START II, Conven-
tional Forces in Europe—we did that in
the 1990s—the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention.

I might mention, I did not support
the Chemical Weapons Convention, but
it still passed by an overwhelming ma-
jority. I have my reasons. I don’t think
it is verifiable. I think somebody can
build chemical weapons in a closet and
no one will ever know. But my point is,
that happened just a year or so ago.

This Senate also passed NATO expan-
sion. We passed it overwhelmingly.

So, again, for the President’s Na-
tional Security Adviser to say we are
isolationist I think is absolutely
wrong. To say we oppose all treaties is
absolutely wrong.

I might go ahead and mention that if
the President submits the Kyoto trea-
ty, the Global Climate Change Protocol
negotiated in Kyoto, Japan, it will be
defeated. This Senate passed a resolu-
tion prior to their signing that treaty
with 90-some votes saying we will not
ratify something that leaves out major
players worldwide, players such as
China, Mexico and India, who did not
sign the Kyoto Protocol, didn’t sign
the treaty—that we would not sign it.
It has several other fatal flaws. The
President went ahead and signed it
anyway. If the President submits that
treaty for ratification, it will go down
in defeat.

Is it our fault the President went
ahead and submitted the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty? Didn’t he read
the Constitution? The Constitution
says it takes two-thirds to ratify a
treaty. He never had two-thirds. He
didn’t even have a majority. Was that
the Republican Members’ fault when
we had Members of the Senate, day
after day, saying ‘‘We want a vote on
the treaty’’? The President said, ‘‘We
want a vote on the treaty.’’ We had
ranking members, the ranking minor-
ity Member of the Senate and several
others saying, ‘‘We want to vote on the
treaty.’’ So we did what we often do
around here; we entered into a unani-
mous consent agreement that could
have been objected to by any Senator
and scheduled a vote.

Then people wanted to get out of the
vote because, oops, we counted and we
don’t have 67 votes. There were not
even 50 votes. All it would have taken
was a unanimous consent to defer the
vote and that attempt was not made.
Senator LOTT tried to offer the Presi-
dent an escape route, but he wouldn’t
take it. The President didn’t even call
Senator LOTT until an hour, maybe 2

hours, before the vote. That is the
President’s fault.

Let’s go back to treaties. Is this Sen-
ate willing to ratify and consider trea-
ties?

What about the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty? That is a treaty we
have ratified, but we also know it has
not been enforced. We know Russia has
been selling nuclear weapons and mate-
rials to Iran, and this administration
has done almost nil about it. The fact
is the last Congress passed legislation
to increase penalties for firms that,
through Russia, are selling to Iran. The
President did not want to sign it. He
eventually signed it.

He has been lax in the enforcement of
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
with respect to Iran. The administra-
tion has been looking the other way
with China, who has been selling arms,
missiles, and equipment to Pakistan.
China signed that treaty. Russia signed
the treaty. Iraq signed the treaty. And
the administration turns its back on
Iraq. North Korea signed the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty, and they
have not complied with it. They have
not come close to complying. As a mat-
ter of fact, we have uncovered evidence
that they are pretty active in their nu-
clear program.

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty says there will be onsite visits.
North Korea said: No, there will be no
onsite visits; we are turning off the
cameras. The administration said: We
are going to reward your noncompli-
ance and build you a couple of nuclear
powerplants and we will give you mil-
lions of dollars of oil every year if you
promise not to do this anymore.

What was North Korea’s response?
Thank you very much; we will take
your money, your powerplants and, in-
cidentally, we will lob missiles over
South Korea, over Japan, and maybe
hit the west coast of the United States,
certainly Alaska.

The administration has rewarded
noncompliance of the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty by North Korea. They
have done the same thing with Iraq.
My colleagues might remember we had
a war. We had a war in Iraq in 1991—ac-
tually, in 1990, we had a significant
buildup. In 1991, we had a war.

At the conclusion of that war, we
said: Before we are going to allow Iraq
to sell oil, we are going to have inter-
national arms control inspectors to
make sure they are not building nu-
clear weapons and that they were not
in violation of the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty—to make sure they
are not building chemical weapons, not
building biological weapons; so we are
going to have an arms control group
monitor Iraq to make sure they are not
building weapons of mass destruction.
Unless they complied with that, we
were not going to let them sell oil.
That was in 1991. That was after we
won the war with Iraq.

Guess what has happened since then.
Since this President has been elected,
gradually over time, we have allowed

Iraq to sell more oil year by year. We
have zero inspectors in Iraq today.
Zero. So they are able to build their
nuclear weapons, chemicals weapons,
and biological weapons. We do not have
anybody on the ground. We may have
satellites flying around, but they can-
not pick that up. They can be built in
small rooms.

This administration’s record on pro-
liferation is poor. Their record on en-
forcing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty is pathetic. Again, to have this
administration lecturing Members of
the Senate and saying we are new iso-
lationists is totally unfounded.

They rewarded Iraq for their non-
compliance. They did not comply with
the regime imposed on them by the
United States and, frankly, the entire
world—the United Nations. They did
not comply with it.

What did we do? We rewarded them
and said: You can sell all the oil you
want. And the administration ratified
that by a unanimous vote in the Secu-
rity Council 3 weeks ago which said to
Iraq: You can sell all the oil you want
and, incidentally, you do not have to
have any arms control inspectors what-
soever in Iraq; none, zero.

Great. That is a great policy.
Speaking of nonproliferation, the

whole idea of nonproliferation is we do
not want a lot of nuclear weapons pri-
marily, but we also do not want chem-
ical and biological weapons spreading
around the world. We do not want them
expanding.

Maybe the administration better give
us some answers, including the Vice
President of the United States, when
we have evidence turned in by the in-
telligence agencies—actually, it was
done by a Chinese agent—that shows us
they have copied or they have mul-
titudes of information on our nuclear
weapons, including our missile designs,
our latest warheads, and a whole vari-
ety of things. We found out about that.

When did the President find out
about it? His National Security Ad-
viser found out about it in the fall of
1995. Sandy Berger, who is Assistant
National Security Adviser, at least was
briefed about it by the Department of
Energy in April of 1996. According to
Mr. Berger’s statement, he did not
brief the President until July of 1997.
Mr. Berger, why didn’t you brief the
President?

Somehow, I do not believe that. He
should resign. If the National Security
Adviser finds out that China has access
to our latest technology or designs on
nuclear weapons in April of 1996 and
does not brief the President until July
of 1997, he should be replaced. These
are weapons that threaten the security
of the United States. These are weap-
ons that threaten the security of the
world. And he did not find time to brief
the President of the United States? I
do not believe that.

When did the President find out they
had stolen these weapons or they have
the designs for these weapons? What is
our National Security Adviser there
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for? To make partisan speeches in New
York calling Republicans new isola-
tionists? He does not find time to brief
the President, but he has time to sit in
on campaign meetings throughout the
year and at the same time we have Chi-
nese arms merchants coming to the
White House writing big checks? This
thing smells. It is despicable. Yet he
has time to make partisan speeches
that are totally, completely unfounded.

I have gone over a few treaties, and I
have mentioned several the Senate has
ratified when Republicans have been in
control and when the Democrats have
been in control. We had bipartisan rati-
fication for every treaty I mentioned.

I mentioned the Kyoto treaty earlier.
It has bipartisan opposition, and if the
President submits it, it will not be
ratified.

I mentioned the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty about which the President
is so upset. It was not ratified because
it is a treaty in perpetuity. It is a trea-
ty that says 100 years from now or 40
years from now, no matter what China
does, no matter what Russia does or
what Iraq does or any other country, if
we find out they have an aggressive nu-
clear program, we still cannot test be-
cause we will abide by the treaty in
spite of the fact that other countries
may not.

The Senate, by a majority vote, said
it is not going to ratify a treaty that
has zero test limits. Every President in
the past has said if we have a treaty, it
should be temporary, a moratorium,
and not a permanent ban; it should
allow for some small amount of test-
ing. Frankly, we think some countries
which have signed it are already cheat-
ing, but we cannot detect it because it
is not verifiable.

Many think this is not a treaty on
which we should bind the United States
for the next 40 years. Mr. President,
you have to submit a better treaty.
You have to consult with Congress.
You have to get some advice and con-
sent. You cannot rail and make par-
tisan statements that you want a vote
and you get a vote, but then you say:
Wait, I didn’t know. I thought we were
guaranteed to win. That is not in the
Constitution. Congress fulfilled its con-
stitutional duty. Maybe the President
should read the Constitution. It takes
two-thirds of the Senate to ratify a
treaty. It is not our fault he did not
have the votes. He did not even come
close to having the votes.

What about this new military isola-
tionism about which Mr. Berger is
talking, implying the Republicans do
not want to get involved in a foreign
war? Maybe he is alluding to this Sen-
ator.

In January of 1991, we voted in the
Senate whether to authorize the use of
military power in Iraq. And we did. We
passed it by a vote of 52 to 47. We had
some bipartisan support. Vice Presi-
dent GORE supported that resolution.

Most Democrats opposed it, including
the majority leader, including some
very respected Senators whom I know

and think the world of: Senator Nunn,
Senator Boren, for example. They were
saying let’s give sanctions a little more
of a chance before we initiate the war.
I respected that. I didn’t agree with it,
but I respected it. I did not question
them or call them isolationists. I did
not question their patriotism. But yet
when some of us had some reservations
or opposition to the bombing campaign
in Kosovo, we are now called isolation-
ists. I disagree with that.

In the Rambouillet accords, the Sec-
retary of State, Madeleine Albright,
basically said: Mr. Milosevic, you need
to sign this treaty we have put to-
gether or we’re going to bomb you. I
have made several speeches on the
floor that have those transcripts.
Those were statements that she made:
We’re going to bomb if you don’t sign.

I was opposed to that. I stated at the
time I thought it might make matters
worse. And, frankly, it did.

If you are concerned about the hu-
manitarian loss, things were a lot
worse after the bombing was initiated.
After we pulled out the observers, the
monitors, things really got bad. Thou-
sands of people lost their lives. Is it un-
patriotic to question that action? Does
it make you an isolationist because
you don’t think we have used all the
diplomatic tools at our disposal before
we start trying to bomb somebody into
submission?

This administration has bombed four
countries in the last 13 months. They
have bombed in Serbia; they have
bombed in Sudan; they bombed in Af-
ghanistan; they bombed in Iraq—most
all of which have not been effective. In
Serbia, particularly Kosovo, for a long
time it made matters a much worse.

I don’t question people’s integrity or
their patriotism or whether they are
new isolationists. I question that pol-
icy. The same thing in Bosnia. I
thought we should have given the
Bosnians a chance to defend them-
selves. This administration did not.
There was a difference of opinion. I met
with Bosnian leaders who came in and
said: We don’t want your troops to be
stationed in Bosnia. We want to have
arms so we can defend ourselves. I hap-
pen to agree with that policy and also
said: If we go this route, we are going
to be stuck in Bosnia forever. We are.
I visited the camps in Bosnia. We are
going to have U.S. soldiers there for a
long time. Now we are going to have
United States soldiers occupying
Kosovo, probably for decades, at a cost
of billions of dollars.

So my point is, this administration
seems quick to bomb, and if you ques-
tion their rhetoric or if you question
the issue, well, maybe you are a new
isolationist. I just disagree with that.

I don’t like name calling and there
seems to be a lot of it lately. I am per-
sonally offended. Somebody made the
implication that, well, somebody was a
racist because we didn’t confirm a judi-
cial nomination. I am very offended by
that comment. I am upset about that
comment and the implication from the

President and from a couple Members
of this body. That does not add to the
debate. That is not right. It is inac-
curate.

In that particular case, the judge was
opposed by the National Sheriffs Orga-
nization and opposed by the State chief
of police. For that reason, I voted no.
It did not have anything to do with his
race.

I just think name calling—whether
you are calling somebody a new isola-
tionist or whether you are saying
somebody has racial motives—is very
offensive.

Let me just touch on a couple other
issues. Mr. Berger alludes to the fact
that we are isolationists. We have a
trade bill before the Senate today, the
African trade bill. We are trying to
pass that. We are trying to include the
Caribbean Basin Initiative. We are try-
ing to pass that as well.

There are some Members on the Dem-
ocrat side who are opposing that. They
have a right to do it. My guess is, an
overwhelming majority of the Senate
will vote to pass this. And I do not
question the integrity of one of my col-
leagues who is opposing it. He has the
right to do that. They are entitled to
their opinion. They are entitled to
offer their amendments. They are enti-
tled to have discussion and debate on
the issue.

But if you look at trade over the last
10 or 15 years, this Congress passed
NAFTA by a bipartisan vote. We passed
GATT. NAFTA, we passed in 1993;
GATT, the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade, in 1994.

This Senate is more than willing to
pass fast track. The President did not
call for fast track to be reauthorized
because he was running for reelection
in 1996. Some of the leaders of orga-
nized labor did not want it, so he didn’t
call for it to be done in 1996. He waited
until after his reelection and then he
sent it to us.

He was the first President, going all
the way back to President Ford, I be-
lieve, who didn’t have fast-track au-
thority. After he was reelected, he said:
Hey, Congress, pass this. The Senate
wanted to pass it, but the House
couldn’t. A lot of House Democrats
said: You didn’t want to take a tough
vote before the election, so we do not
need to do it now either. He could hard-
ly get any votes from Democrats in the
House to pass fast track. So he is the
first President in decades who has not
had that authority. It is not the Repub-
licans’ fault. That is not new isola-
tionism.

Is the President catering to protec-
tionist forces within his own party and
within the organized labor agenda? He
could not get it through the House; but
it was not the House Republicans, it
was the House Democrats that pre-
sented the problem. And those are just
the facts.

Another issue at hand is the World
Trade Organization. There is going to
be a meeting of the WTO in Seattle.
Most Republicans support the idea of
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reducing trade barriers throughout the
world. There are negotiations with the
People’s Republic of China in the WTO.
They were so close, and the President
would not say yes. A Chinese delegate
came to the United States and made a
lot of trade concessions. Frankly, it
was a pretty good deal. My com-
pliments to the President’s Trade Rep-
resentative, Charlene Barshefsky, who
negotiated a good deal. And then the
President would not say yes.

Why? Because maybe a few people in
organized labor did not want him to
say yes. Regardless, he did not say yes.
So now he has called, I guess, the Chi-
nese Premier and said: Well, we really
want to do WTO. He had them here a
few months ago, and he said no. Whose
fault is that? Who is the new isola-
tionist? Most of us realize we need to
develop and encourage growing mar-
kets with China.

So I mention a few of those things to
just repudiate, in the strongest words I
possibly can, Sandy Berger’s comments
talking about the new isolationist
fever that is running through Congress.
Maybe there are some people running
for President who have that philos-
ophy. They don’t represent the Repub-
lican Party. As a matter of fact, the
primary person espousing that belief
left the Republican Party.

In the Senate, I serve on the Finance
Committee with Senator ROTH and
Senator MOYNIHAN, and others on that
committee, who have jurisdiction over
trade issues, who have jurisdiction over
tax issues. There is not an isolationist
trend coming out of that committee or
from the Senate.

If the President wants to get treaties
ratified, he needs to consult with the
Senate. He could have found out from
the Senate he had some flaws in the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and
did not have the votes. He could have
found that out before asking for the
vote and saved himself some embar-
rassment. Hopefully, he will come to
that realization with the Kyoto Trea-
ty.

We had a resolution in the Senate
with, I believe, 94 votes that said Kyoto
was fatally flawed, don’t bring it to the
Senate in this form or it will not be
ratified. So maybe he is taking that as
a hint he doesn’t have the necessary 67
votes.

I hope the President and his National
Security Adviser will move away from
this rhetoric of ‘‘new isolationism’’ be-
cause, frankly, they are fomenting
something that is not there. It is very
much to the disadvantage of our coun-
try, our reputation worldwide, and it
does not do them service because it is
not true.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LARD). The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

f

THE BUDGET
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, if

there is one difficulty we have in this

trade debate, it is credibility. If you be-
lieve the distinguished leaders, the
President, the majority, minority lead-
er, the distinguished chairman of our
Finance Committee, you are bound to
vote for this particular agreement with
respect to the Caribbean Basin Initia-
tive and the sub-Sahara. Then if you
believe this Senator, who is in a dread-
ful minority at this point, you couldn’t
possibly vote for it.

Trying to bolster my credibility, be-
cause I have spoken throughout the
year with respect to the budget, the
deficit and whether or not there is a
surplus, I ask unanimous consent to
print in the RECORD this morning’s col-
umn entitled ‘‘Hill Negotiators Agree
to Delay Part of NIH Research Budg-
et.’’

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 28, 1999]
HILL NEGOTIATORS AGREE TO DELAY PART OF

NIH RESEARCH BUDGET

(By Eric Pianin)
House and Senate negotiators yesterday

agreed to delay a big chunk of the research
budget to the National Institutes of Health,
as they struggled to find new ways to hold
down costs and stay within tight spending
limits.

With concerns rising over their plan to cut
programs across the board, Republican lead-
ers are once again turning to creative ac-
counting tactics to make sure their spending
bills are lean enough to avoid tapping into
Social Security payroll taxes.

The last of the 13 spending bills to be con-
sidered by Congress, a giant $313 billion
measure funding labor, health and human
service programs, would provide the NIH
with $17.9 billion for fiscal 2000, a 15 percent
increase that exceeds the administration re-
quest by $2 billion.

But the bill, which will be considered by
the full Congress today, would require the
NIH to wait until the final days of the fiscal
year in September to use $7.5 billion of that
money. The tactic is aimed at limiting the
actual amount of money that the govern-
ment will spend at NIH in the current fiscal
year; the plan would essentially roll over $2
billion of spending to next year.

The Clinton administration warned that
the move would seriously hamper research
efforts and impose significant administrative
burdens on NIH, and congressional Demo-
crats complained that it was yet another
step eroding GOP credibility on budget mat-
ters.

But Senate Appropriations Committee
Chairman Ted Stevens (R-Alaska) said Con-
gress was justified in is use of accounting
‘‘devices’’ to cope with emergencies and
pressing budget priorities that exceeded
what Congress had previously set aside to
spend this year.

The various devices are crucial to the
GOP’s campaign to pass all 13 spending bills
for the fiscal year that began Oct. 1 without
appearing to dip into surplus revenue gen-
erated by Social Security taxes. GOP leaders
last night put the finishing touches on an
unwieldy package that includes both the
labor-health-education bill, the District of
Columbia spending bill and proposal for a
roughly 1 percent across-the-board spending
cut.

Democrats maintain the ‘‘mindless’’
across-the-board cuts would ‘‘devastate’’
some agencies, hurt programs for mothers
and children, and trigger large layoffs in the

armed services. But House Majority Whip
Tom DeLay (R-Tex.) said accusations the
cuts would hurt defense were ‘‘nothing but
hogwash.’’ He said the criticism was coming
from ‘‘the same officials who have sat by
idly as the president has hollowed out the
armed forces.’’

President Clinton has vowed to veto the
huge package, as he has three other bills,
and there is no way the two sides can reach
agreement before a midnight Friday dead-
line. With neither side willing to provoke a
government shutdown, the administration
and Congress will agree on a third, short-
term continuing resolution to keep all the
agencies afloat while they continue negotia-
tions.

While the Republicans and the White
House are relatively close in negotiating
overall spending levels, there are serious dif-
ferences over how to spend money to reduce
class sizes, hire additional police officers and
meet a financial obligation to the United Na-
tions as well as disputes over environmental
provisions in the bills.

Meanwhile, figures out yesterday showed
that the federal government ran a surplus of
$122.7 billion in fiscal 1999 (which ended Sept.
30), the first time the government has re-
corded back-to-back surpluses since the Ei-
senhower administration in 1956–57.

The 1999 surplus was almost double the 1998
surplus of $69.2 billion, which was the first
since 1969. Whil the 1999 surplus was the larg-
est in the nation’s history in strict dollar
terms, it was the biggest since 1951 when
measured as a percentage of the economy, a
gauge that tends to factor out the effects of
inflation.

All of the surplus came from the excess
payroll taxes being collected to provide for
Social Security benefits in the next century.
Contrary to an earlier estimate by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the non-Social Se-
curity side of the federal government ran a
deficit of $1 billion, money that was made up
from the Social Security surplus.

The drafting of the labor-health-education
spending measure dominated the action be-
hind the scenes on Capitol Hill yesterday.
The House has been unable to pass its own
version, so House and Senate negotiators
worked out a final compromise in con-
ference.

The $313 billion compromise exceeds last
year’s spending by $11.3 billion and includes
more money for education, Pell Grants for
college students, NIH, federal impact aid for
local communities, the Ryan White AIDS re-
search program and community services
block grants than the administration had re-
quested.

While the bill provides $1.2 billion for class
size reduction, the Republicans insist local
school districts be given the option for using
the money for other purposes while the
White House would mandate the money for
hiring additional teachers.

Republicans also were claiming $877 mil-
lion in savings by using a computer data-
base of newly hired workers to track down
people who defaulted on student loans. The
nonpartisan CBO said the idea would only
save $130 million, but Republicans are using
a more generous estimate used by Clinton’s
White House budget office.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right in the middle
is the headline: The Government has
recorded its first back-to-back sur-
pluses since 1956–57. Within the text,
reaffirming that:

Meanwhile, figures out yesterday showed
that the federal government ran a surplus of
$122.7 billion in fiscal 1999 (which ended Sept.
30), the first time the government has re-
corded back-to-back surpluses since the Ei-
senhower administration in 1956–57.
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That is totally false. Mark Twain

said it best: The truth is such a pre-
cious thing, it should be used very
sparingly. That has been the credo
around the Government in Washington,

particularly with respect to our fiscal
condition.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD table 6 on

page 20 of the U.S. Treasury Report,
issued yesterday.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TABLE 6.—MEANS OF FINANCING THE DEFICIT OR DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS BY THE U.S. GOVERNMENT, SEPTEMBER 1999 AND OTHER PERIODS
[Dollars in millions]

Assets and liabilities directly related to budget off-budget activity

Net transactions (¥) denotes net reduction of
either liability or asset accounts

Account balances current fiscal year

This month
Fiscal year to date

Beginning of
Close of this

month
This year Prior year This year This month

Liability accounts:
Borrowing from the public:

Public debt securities, issued under general Financing authorities:
Obligations of the United States, issued by:

United States Treasury .............................................................................................................................................................................. ¥16,115 130,078 113,047 5,511,193 5,657,386 5,641,271
Federal Financing Bank ............................................................................................................................................................................ ...................... ...................... ...................... 15,000 15,000 15,000

Total, public debt securities ................................................................................................................................................................ ¥16,115 130,078 113,047 5,526,193 5,672,386 5,656,271

Plus premium on public debt securities ......................................................................................................................................... ¥16 ¥200 648 2,202 2,018 2,002
Less discount on public debt securities ......................................................................................................................................... 534 1,648 864 79,051 80,165 80,698

Total public debt securities net of Premium and discount ....................................................................................................... ¥16,665 128,230 112,831 5,449,345 5,594,241 5,577,575

Agency securities, issued under special financing authorities (see Schedule B. For other Agency borrowing, see Schedule C) ........................... 283 ¥449 ¥3,814 1 29,359 28,627 28,910

Total federal securities ...................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥16,383 127,782 109,017 5,478,704 5,622,868 5,606,486

Deduct:
Federal securities held as investments of government accounts (see Schedule D) ............................................................................... 31,747 2 221,927 163,915 2 1,767,778 1,957,959 1,989,705
Less discount on federal securities held as investments of government accounts ............................................................................... 411 5,822 3,687 10,687 16,098 16,510

Net federal securities held as investments of government accounts ............................................................................................ 31,335 216,105 160,228 1,757,090 1,941,860 1,973,196

Total borrowing from the public ................................................................................................................................................. ¥47,718 ¥88,323 ¥51,211 3,721,613 3,681,008 3,633,290

Accrued interest payable to the public ...................................................................................................................................................................... 8,729 ¥2,845 ¥635 45,448 33,874 42,603
Allocations of special drawing rights ......................................................................................................................................................................... ¥346 80 30 6,719 7,145 6,799
Deposit funds .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. ¥719 188 ¥824 4,280 5,188 4,469
Miscellaneous liability accounts (includes checks outstanding etc.) ........................................................................................................................ 4,054 498 ¥15 3,923 366 4,420

Total liability accounts ...................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥36,000 ¥90,402 ¥52,655 3,781,983 3,727,582 3,691,581

Asset accounts (deduct)
Cash and monetary assets:

U.S. Treasury operating cash: 3

Federal Reserve account ............................................................................................................................................................................... 1,082 1,689 ¥2,740 4,952 5,559 6,641
Tax and loan note accounts .......................................................................................................................................................................... 18,986 15,891 ¥2,003 33,926 30,831 49,817

Balance ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 20,069 17,580 ¥4,743 38,878 36,389 56,458

Special drawing rights:
Total holdings ................................................................................................................................................................................................ ¥512 178 108 10,106 10,796 10,284
SDR certificates issued to Federal Reserve Banks ....................................................................................................................................... 1,000 2,000 ...................... ¥9,200 ¥8,200 ¥7,200

Balance ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 488 2,178 108 906 2,596 3,084

Reserve position on the U.S. quota in the IMF:
U.S. subscription to International Monetary Fund:

Direct quota payments .............................................................................................................................................................................. ...................... 14,763 ...................... 31,762 46,525 46,525
Maintenance of value adjustments .......................................................................................................................................................... 663 412 162 4,615 4,364 5,027

Letter of credit issued to IMF ....................................................................................................................................................................... ¥166 ¥15,750 7,204 ¥14,884 ¥30,467 ¥30,633
Dollar deposits with the IMF ......................................................................................................................................................................... 4 ¥36 6 ¥85 ¥126 ¥121
Receivable/Payable (¥) for interim maintenance of value adjustments ................................................................................................... ¥406 ¥562 ¥262 ¥253 ¥409 ¥815

Balance ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 94 ¥1,173 7,110 21,155 19,887 19,982

Loans to International Monetary Fund ............................................................................................................................................................... ...................... ¥495 495 495 ...................... ......................
Other cash and monetary assets ...................................................................................................................................................................... ¥1,513 887 3,375 26,153 28,552 27,040

Total cash and monetary assets ................................................................................................................................................................... 19,139 18,977 6,344 87,586 87,425 106,563

Net Activity, Guaranteed Loan Financing ............................................................................................................................................................... ¥5,500 ¥5,240 ¥457 ¥14,362 ¥14,102 ¥19,603
Net Activity, Direct Loan Financing ........................................................................................................................................................................ 5,280 4 18,124 11,472 65,289 78,133 83,413
Miscellaneous asset accounts ................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,012 1,486 ¥203 ¥83 ¥610 1,403

Total asset accounts ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 20,930 33,347 17,157 138,430 150,846 171,776

Excess of liabilities (+) or assets (¥) ..................................................................................................................................................................... ¥56,931 ¥123,749 ¥69,811 3,643,554 3,576,736 3,519,805

Transactions not applied to current year’s surplus or deficit (see Schedule A for Details) .................................................................................... 500 1,009 569 ...................... 508 1,009

Total budget and off-budget federal entities (financing of deficit (+) or disposition of surplus (¥)) ................................................................. ¥56,430 ¥122,740 ¥69,242 +3,643,554 3,577,244 +3,520,813

1 Includes a prior period adjustment to record securities previously redeemed.
2 Includes an opening balance adjustment of ¥$1,763 million and an adjustment for year to date activity of $24 million to reflect the reclassification of securities held by government accounts in deposit funds.
3 Major sources of Information used to determine Treasury’s operating cash income include Federal Reserve Banks, the Treasury Regional Finance Centers, the Internal Revenue Service Centers, the Bureau of the Public Debt and various

electronic systems. Deposits are reflected as received and withdrawals are reflected as processed.
4 Includes an adjustment for ¥$289 million in August 1999 for the Small Business Administration.
... No Transactions.
(* *) Less than $500,000.
Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

Mr. HOLLINGS. What I want to refer
to is the line that says ‘‘Total federal
securities.’’ That is the borrowing. You
issued the securities to cover your
backside. You have to do that by Fri-
day, tomorrow, at midnight. I take it
we will close down the Government un-
less we pass another continuing resolu-

tion. The U.S. Treasury report shows
that at the beginning of this year we
had a national debt of $5,478,704,000,000.

Now, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to print this table in the
RECORD entitled ‘‘Hollings Budget
Realities.’’

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES, JUNE 30, 1999

President and year
U.S. budget
(outlays) (In

billions)

Borrowed
trust funds

(billions)

Unified def-
icit with

trust funds
(billions)

Actual def-
icit without
trust funds

(billions)

National
debt (bil-

lions)

Annual in-
creases in

spending for
interest (bil-

lions)

Truman:
1945 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.7 5.4 ¥47.6 .................... 260.1 ....................
1946 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 55.2 ¥5.0 ¥15.9 ¥10.9 271.0 ....................
1947 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 34.5 ¥9.9 4.0 +13.9 257.1 ....................
1948 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 29.8 6.7 11.8 +5.1 252.0 ....................
1949 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38.8 1.2 0.6 ¥0.6 252.6 ....................
1950 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42.6 1.2 ¥3.1 ¥4.3 256.9 ....................
1951 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45.5 4.5 6.1 +1.6 255.3 ....................
1952 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67.7 2.3 ¥1.5 ¥3.8 259.1 ....................
1953 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.1 0.4 ¥6.5 ¥6.9 266.0 ....................

Eisenhower:
1954 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.9 3.6 ¥1.2 ¥4.8 270.8 ....................
1955 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68.4 0.6 ¥3.0 ¥3.6 274.4 ....................
1956 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.6 2.2 3.9 +1.7 272.7 ....................
1957 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.6 3.0 3.4 +0.4 272.3 ....................
1958 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82.4 4.6 ¥2.8 ¥7.4 279.7 ....................
1959 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.1 ¥5.0 ¥12.8 ¥7.8 287.5 ....................
1960 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.2 3.3 0.3 ¥3.0 290.5 ....................
1961 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 97.7 ¥1.2 ¥3.3 ¥2.1 292.5 ....................

Kennedy:
1962 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 106.8 3.2 ¥7.1 ¥10.3 302.9 9.1
1963 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 111.3 2.6 ¥4.8 ¥7.4 310.3 9.9

Johnson:
1964 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.5 ¥0.1 ¥5.9 ¥5.8 316.1 10.7
1965 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.2 4.8 ¥1.4 ¥6.2 322.3 11.3
1966 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134.5 2.5 ¥3.7 ¥6.2 328.5 12.0
1967 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.5 3.3 ¥8.6 ¥11.9 340.4 13.4
1968 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 178.1 3.1 ¥25.2 ¥28.3 368.7 14.6
1969 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 183.6 0.3 3.2 +2.9 365.8 16.6

Nixon:
1970 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 195.6 12.3 ¥2.8 ¥15.1 380.9 19.3
1971 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 210.2 4.3 ¥23.0 ¥27.3 408.2 21.0
1972 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 230.7 4.3 ¥23.4 ¥27.7 435.9 21.8
1973 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 245.7 15.5 ¥14.9 ¥30.4 466.3 24.2
1974 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 269.4 11.5 ¥6.1 ¥17.6 483.9 29.3

Ford:
1975 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 332.3 4.8 ¥53.2 ¥58.0 541.9 32.7
1976 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 371.8 13.4 ¥73.7 ¥87.1 629.0 37.1

Carter:
1977 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 409.2 23.7 ¥53.7 ¥77.4 706.4 41.9
1978 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 458.7 11.0 ¥59.2 ¥70.2 776.6 48.7
1979 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 503.5 12.2 ¥40.7 ¥52.9 829.5 59.9
1980 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 500.9 5.8 ¥73.8 ¥79.6 909.1 74.8

Reagan:
1981 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 678.2 6.7 ¥79.0 ¥85.7 994.8 95.5
1982 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 745.8 14.5 ¥128.0 ¥142.5 1,137.3 117.2
1983 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 808.4 26.6 ¥207.8 ¥234.4 1,371.7 128.7
1984 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 851.8 7.6 ¥185.4 ¥193.0 1,564.7 153.9
1985 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 946.4 40.5 ¥212.3 ¥252.8 1,817.5 178.9
1986 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 990.3 81.9 ¥221.2 ¥303.1 2,120.6 190.3
1987 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,003.9 75.7 ¥149.8 ¥225.5 2,346.1 195.3
1988 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,064.1 100.0 ¥155.2 ¥255.2 2,601.3 214.1

Bush:
1989 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,143.2 114.2 ¥152.5 ¥266.7 2,868.3 240.9
1990 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,252.7 117.4 ¥221.2 ¥338.6 3,206.6 264.7
1991 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,323.8 122.5 ¥269.4 ¥391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,380.9 113.2 ¥290.4 ¥403.6 4,002.1 292.3

Clinton:
1993 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,408.2 94.3 ¥255.0 ¥349.3 4,351.4 292.5
1994 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,460.6 89.2 ¥203.1 ¥292.3 4,643.7 296.3
1995 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,514.6 113.4 ¥163.9 ¥277.3 4,921.0 332.4
1996 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,453.1 153.5 ¥107.4 ¥260.9 5,181.9 344.0
1997 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,601.2 165.9 ¥21.9 ¥187.8 5,369.7 355.8
1998 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,651.4 179.0 70.0 ¥109.0 5,478.7 363.8
1999 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,701.0 223.0 120.0 ¥103.0 5,582.0 356.0
2000 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,744.0 243.0 161.0 ¥82.0 5,664.0 358.0

Historical Tables, Budget of the US Government FY 1998; Beginning in 1962 CBO’s 2000 Economic and Budget Outlook.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will show we agree
that at the beginning of the year we
have exactly that figure, 5 trillion 478
billion 7-some-odd-million dollars.
Now, referring to U.S. Treasury Report
table, you will find, under the column
Close of This Month, the figure
$5,606,486,000,000. So the table itself, ac-
cording to the figures issued yesterday,
showed the Federal Government ran a
surplus. Absolutely false. This reporter
ought to do his work. This crowd never
has asked for or kept up with or
checked the facts. Eric Planin—all he
has to do is not spread rumors or get
into the political message. Both Demo-
crats and Republicans are all running
this year and next and saying surplus,
surplus. Look what we have done.

It is false. The actual figures show
that from the beginning of the fiscal
year until now we had to borrow
$127,800,000,000.

That is increasing the national debt.
That is the deficit, $127 billion. I

checked this with the Congressional
Budget Office. They haven’t done their
interpolation of the various records. I
had been reporting, as you will find on
the table inserted, a $103 billion deficit
for this fiscal year, as of the CBO June
30 figure. I said: Wait a minute, it is
way more than what we thought, if it
is 127 rather than 103. They said there
were some unaccounted balances car-
ried forward, some $16 billion. So it
might be, instead of 103, 112. Conscien-
tiously, we are trying to give the truth
to the American people.

We have those figures in this par-
ticular table. We can enlarge it for the
viewing Senators here. That is exactly
what I have said. We have a
$5,487,700,000,000 debt. Now it has gone
up. Instead of $5,582,000,000,000, it has
gone to $5,606,000,000,000. So you can
see, when we got to the end of the fis-
cal year, not the projections, not the
guesses, or whatever else—we had a
deficit of $127.8 billion. That is going

up, up and away, because if you look at
the previous year, we did better. Well,
we didn’t do better in 1997, the previous
year, but I should say the deficits have
been coming down. And they had pro-
jected, for example, next year, a $82
billion deficit coming down from the
127.8 billion. I should say 103 billion, as
is shown on this particular chart.

Now, if instead of $103 billion deficit,
it is going to $127.8 billion, you can see
at a glance it is going to be another
$100 billion deficit next year. Looking
at the facts, you can find the editorial
in the Washington Post to show we
have already spent 30 billion of the So-
cial Security monies. We are all run-
ning around in a circle saying, ‘‘I don’t
want to touch it. No, I will not touch
it.’’ They have already touched it to
the tune of 30 billion bucks, this Con-
gress, the House and Senate, Repub-
licans and Democrats, all of us.

We have to get the truth out. Even
then, to create a surplus, they are
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using these particular figures—we are
discussing in another conference ongo-
ing right at the minute—the airport
trust fund. We have all kinds of dan-
gers with respect to the airports. It is
getting unsafe to fly. We need better
radar. We need more runways. We need
more airports. We need better controls,
better control towers, everything else
of that kind. We are being taxed for it.
We all fly, and we pay the taxes as air-
line travelers. But $11 billion has been
spent on any and everything other than
airports. It shows that it is going up,
under the budget, to $23 billion in 2004.
We have the money, but we don’t spend
it on the airports or the highways. Re-
porters across this country have been
writing these editorials to the effect
that it doesn’t make any difference
whether we borrowed from it or not;
these are just IOUs.

I don’t want to be around here in the
year 2012 when we don’t bring in
enough to cover our costs and we are
going to have to raise taxes in order to
make payments. That crowd in New
York working the market, they could
care less. They think in quarterly
amounts, in the quarter of each year. If
you don’t do it by the third quarter,
out you go. That is the CEO/Wall
Street mentality. Ours should be the
long-range. You have in the desk draw-
er right now $1.859 trillion in IOUs not
only in Medicare but in military retire-
ment, civilian retirement, and you
don’t want to talk Social Security. I
don’t want to touch the military re-
tirement fund or borrow from the un-
employment compensation fund, the
highways, and the airports.

So we just bring that up for a mo-
ment of truth in the Senate. I want to
show you this because there is another
headline story in the paper about a one
percent cut across the board, or 1.5 per-
cent. They are looking for a way to cut
$5 billion. Now we have the House, the
Senate, the leadership, the White
House, and we are trying to get out of
here in the next 10 days—if we can only
agree on how we are going to find $5
billion—either cut $5 billion in spend-
ing, or raise $5 billion in taxes, or do
whatever we have to do to find a cut
across the board. That is $5 billion.

Here is what happens. Right now the
estimated interest cost is $356 billion. I
don’t have an updated figure on that. I
know since we have had two interest
rate increases by Mr. Greenspan this
year, it is going to be more than that
$356 billion. But going back to when we
last balanced the budget, we had a sur-
plus under President Johnson. They
don’t have to go back to Eisenhower
when they kept a different set of
books. Under President Johnson, when
we were here and we had a surplus, the
interest cost on the national debt was
only $16 billion. Here, the interest cost
on the national debt is $356 billion. If
we just held the line and paid for what
we got, we would have had, and would
have this morning, not $5 billion, we
would have $340 billion to increase the
airports, to increase Medicare, to save

Social Security, to increase defense.
We could have a tax cut and we could
pay down the debt if we had the $340
billion.

The headline ought to read: Last
year we increased taxes. Why? We in-
creased the interest costs because we
increased the debt. When you increase
the debt some $127 billion, you increase
your interest costs, which are running
right now at a billion dollars a day.
You have to pay it. Worse than the reg-
ular taxes, such as sales taxes, for
which you can get a school, or gasoline
tax, for which you can get a highway—
we get absolutely nothing for it.

Last year, this Government increased
taxes, and they are determined to in-
crease taxes today, this year, in the
next two weeks—all the time talking
about surpluses and about cutting
spending, and all the time talking
about cutting taxes.

Now, Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the very important
trade package that the Senate is cur-
rently considering. At a time when our
global marketplace is expanding faster
than ever, we need to ensure that the
poorest countries around the world are
not left behind.

This comprehensive package uses
trade to promote economic self-suffi-
ciency, at the same time allowing for
broader access to American goods and
services to these markets. While many
believe the economic and financial an-
swer for these underdeveloped coun-
tries may lie in direct financial assist-
ance, I believe the answer is found by
facilitating direct private investment.

I want to share with colleagues the
plight of one of these countries which I
experienced firsthand this past week-
end. I spent 2 days in Haiti meeting
with political, business, and humani-
tarian groups.

By far, the most dramatic portion of
my trip was witnessing the extreme
poverty and despair that grips that Na-
tion. I saw the face of an economy suf-
fering from 17-percent inflation and un-
employment of between 60 and 80 per-
cent.

Let me tell the story of one little boy
I met. Only through a humanitarian
organization and through the support
of private donations is this 9-year-old
boy able to obtain an education. As a
tool to economic and democratic sta-
bilization, aid is simply not enough.
Many children just aren’t able to stay
in school. They are required to work in
order to contribute to their families’
survival.

Again, I make the point that for a
good number of the people in Haiti,
their per capita income is around $50 a
year. A straight calculation of the per
capita income is about $500. But if you
look at the makeup of that distribu-

tion, you can see easily that there are
literally millions of people in Haiti
who live with a per capita income of
around $50.

If these children are to have a future,
revitalization and expansion of eco-
nomic opportunities are needed to
reach the goal of economic self-suffi-
ciency. By creating a framework for
using trade and investment as a devel-
opment tool, the United States will be
fostering reform at the economic base
of these countries, taking direct aim at
lowering unemployment and high infla-
tion rates.

This legislation creates this frame-
work by extending enhanced trade ben-
efits to the countries of the Caribbean
Basin. Since the passage of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, U.S.
imports from Caribbean countries have
been at a distinct disadvantage. The
measure would build on the existing
Caribbean Basin Initiative program,
often referred to as CBI, by providing
additional trade benefits to Caribbean
countries similar to that which Mexico
and Canada currently enjoy.

Since its inception, CBI has had a
significant positive economic impact
on both the United States and the Car-
ibbean countries, helping to promote
regional security and stability of our
Caribbean neighbors. Opening this mar-
ket even further, particularly following
the recent devastation inflicted by hur-
ricanes, will help to stimulate job
growth by increasing exports and ex-
panding market access to these coun-
tries for U.S. businesses.

Another important component of this
trade package establishes U.S. support
for economic self-reliance in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. The United States stands to
benefit a great deal from a strong and
prosperous Africa. By fostering growth-
oriented economic policies, we will
help support broader access to African
markets for American goods and serv-
ices. Sub-Saharan Africa makes up a
market of more than 700 million people
and is potentially one of the largest
markets in the world. As economic re-
forms and market-opening measures
spur growth in Africa, it will create
new and bigger markets for U.S. ex-
porters.

A particularly sensitive, albeit im-
portant, provision included in both the
African Growth and Opportunity Act
and the Caribbean Basin Trade En-
hancement Act deals with textiles. The
textile and apparel industries have his-
torically provided the first step toward
industrialization in many countries.
This is because production is fairly
simple, can be done on a small scale,
and often uses locally abundant raw
material.

In seeking to address the concerns
raised by the U.S. textile industry, this
legislation has sought compromise by
restricting preferential treatment to
apparel produced by U.S. fabric and
yarns.

Additionally, this legislation pro-
vides strong protections against illegal
transshipment of goods through Africa
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or eligible CBI countries. We need to
ensure that these countries do not be-
come stop-over points for products
from countries not eligible for pref-
erential treatment under the legisla-
tion.

International trade has been an im-
portant part of the growth we have en-
joyed in the United States. Since 1994,
international trade has created more
than 11 million American jobs, and ac-
counts for 30 percent of our Nation’s
gross domestic product. Imports have
helped to hold down inflation, lower
the cost of production, provide greater
choice to consumers, and have given
incentives to raise productivity.

As emerging markets seek to grow, it
is important that the United States
take the lead in offering these coun-
tries incentives to continue their eco-
nomic reforms. By doing so, we will be
providing the citizens of these emerg-
ing countries with more jobs, more op-
portunities and genuine hope. I believe
a strong trade relationship is the best
form of ‘‘foreign assistance’’ we can
offer another country.

I thank the chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want to
address some of the statements made
about the process unfolding, allega-
tions that the majority leader has tied
up the process.

The truth is, we have strong bipar-
tisan support for this legislation. The
majority leader has tried to protect the
80 or 90 Senators who support the bill
to make sure we focus on the merits of
the bill and not on extraneous issues
that are calculated to block progress.

My friend and Finance Committee
colleague, Senator CONRAD, indicated,
for example, he wants to raise some
amendments on agriculture negoti-
ating objectives and trade adjustment
assistance, and these amendments are
relevant and should be debated. They
could be, if our friends on both sides
reach agreement to work together to
table nontrade amendments. That is
what we should be about.

Let’s work together on this and begin
to focus on our efforts on the bill. Let’s
not concede the debate to the oppo-
nents because of their procedural tac-
tics. Let’s focus on getting this bill
acted upon, which is good for America
as well as the CBI.

Time is running out. I think it is
critically important that we bring
about a process where we can move for-
ward on this most critical piece of leg-
islation. What concerns me is it is time
sensitive.

For example, GSP has already ex-
pired. That not only works against the
interests of the Third World developing
countries we are trying to help, but it
works against the best interests of
American companies that depend on
this source of supply for their material.

Yesterday, the distinguished ranking
minority leader of the Senate Finance
Committee made a very eloquent state-

ment about the importance of trade ad-
justment to the workers who are de-
pendent upon it. Let me emphasize,
these are American workers—about
200,000.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
200,000 this year, up from 150,000 last
year. This is not a diminishing pro-
gram. As trade grows, this number
grows.

Mr. ROTH. I ask the distinguished
Senator what will happen if we do not
act on this legislation with respect to
these American workers?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We will have broken
our word to them, that by accepting
open trade policies in the aftermath of
which there would be dislocations, the
economy at large and the society
would make arrangements for them to
transfer to other work with other
skills. There is no reason to think that
won’t happen, but without assistance it
won’t, and we will have broken our
word which we gave 37 years ago. Presi-
dent after President after President
has reaffirmed this, as the Senator has
in this bill.

Mr. ROTH. Let me say to my distin-
guished friend, many years ago when
the legendary Russell Long was chair-
man of our committee, the TAA was
about to expire and no one was trying
to save it. The chairman was about to
rap the gavel to move on to other
things. I said: Just a minute, sir. We
have a commitment.

That is exactly what the Senator is
claiming now. I am proud and pleased
to say the legislation was continued.

It is a matter of significant concern
to thousands of American workers and
their families who are depending upon
it. The purpose of this program, of
course, is to enable these workers to be
trained for new jobs, for new opportu-
nities. We have an economy where
there are, indeed, many jobs available.
It behooves all to work to expedite ac-
tion on this important piece of legisla-
tion.

The other point I want to underscore
and emphasize, and it has been ad-
dressed eloquently by the distinguished
Senator from New York, who brings so
much historical background into this
picture, if we don’t act on this legisla-
tion, it is a denial of liberal trade poli-
cies of the past how many years—35
years?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, I go back to
Cordell Hull and the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1934 which put in
place the present system. As the Sen-
ator knows—I know our friend from
South Carolina doesn’t agree—the
Smoot-Hawley tariff was a catas-
trophe. We have not had a tariff bill on
the Senate floor since.

We now are in a difficult situation
with every President, Republican or
Democrat, reaffirming. A legitimate
point is made that President Clinton
didn’t send up a request for fast-track
authority in 1995; it has been delayed
and we haven’t gotten it. If we haven’t
gotten the CBI, which President
Reagan promised, if we haven’t gotten

the African agreements, we haven’t
gotten trade adjustment assistance,
what do we take to Seattle for the con-
ference of the World Trade Organiza-
tion?

We go as if we had thought there
never should have been such an organi-
zation and didn’t want it around. Why
is it meeting in the United States?

Ten years ago one would not have
imagined this moment.

Mr. ROTH. That is absolutely cor-
rect.

The distinguished Senator raises a
most important point, going back to
the need for action being taken now.
The meeting of the WTO to be held in
Seattle is an extraordinarily important
event. It can bring about some very
significant progress for this changing
world where we are increasingly in-
volved in a global economy.

It is incomprehensible that on this
legislation, which has broad bipartisan
support on both sides of the aisle, and
has the support of the President of the
United States, no action will be taken,
thus giving the wrong signal to our
friends, allies, and trading partners
around the world as to our seriousness
about moving ahead on trade policy. It
looks as if we cannot take action.

Regarding fast track—and I appre-
ciate the support Senator MOYNIHAN
has given in committee—we have cer-
tainly tried to push fast track. We be-
lieved it was critically important this
President, as every other President,
have that authority. Unfortunately, it
never happened.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The floor not being
exactly teeming with Senators wishing
to join, Mr. President, this is the point:
We are at a critical moment; where is
the Senate?

In the absence of the Senate, let me
offer some statistics about the cen-
trality of trade. The crash of 1929 is
part of American myth, tradition, his-
tory. One does not know much about
American history if one does not know
about that. In the aftermath, in 1930—
the crash of 1929 came in October—our
GDP dropped 9 percent. That is a pret-
ty hefty drop, but stock markets go up
and then they go down. When they are
up, there are bargains made by selling;
when they are down, there are bargains
made by buying. It tends to be cyclical
and does not necessarily change that
much in the real world. I say again, in
1930, GDP dropped 9 percent; in 1931, it
dropped another 6.4 percent. Again,
that is a drop, but it is leveling off.

It was before we understood the busi-
ness cycle very well, before just-in-
time delivery, before countercyclical
financing. The American world had
never heard of John Maynard Keynes.
There was learning going on, but it
hadn’t gotten to us. The Federal Re-
serve Board responded to the crash by
tightening credit. They would never do
that today, and they know why; they
will show why in numbers.

Then came the impact of Smoot-
Hawley in 1932 and the gross domestic
product dropped another staggering

VerDate 12-OCT-99 02:08 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.031 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13353October 28, 1999
13.3 percent. That is when it really hit.
At the same time the British had cre-
ated the idea of free trade by long ar-
gumentation, good argument—reeling
from Smoot-Hawley, went onto Empire
Preference. They drew in and they
would deal with Canada and India and
New Zealand but not with Europe, not
with Germany. Recall it was the Econ-
omist magazine, which I understand
now has a larger circulation in the
United States than it does in Britain
but comparably the same readership,
was founded to advocate free trade as
an economic principle that worked. It
did work. Great theorists such as Al-
bert Imlah demonstrated that in the
aftermath.

The Japanese, having the market
here closed to them, they went to a
Greater Far Eastern Coprosperity
Sphere, which is a long way of saying a
Japanese empire; and they invaded
Manchuria, which is another way of
saying China, and they began that
process which ended in Hiroshima.

In 1933, the same 1933 the year after
GDP here dropped 13.3 percent, unem-
ployment was so high and social sta-
bility so weakened that a frightened
German middle class elected Adolph
Hitler to be Chancellor. He was chosen
in the Reichstag. The rest is history.

I joined the Navy in 1943, at age 17,
and a lot of other people around here
did. Maybe not enough people around
here did. They don’t remember.

Mr. ROTH. I was one of them, I might
say.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. You joined on, yes,
sir. It was our generation.

Mr. ROTH. That is right.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is what we

were there for, to fight wars that
needn’t have happened had the world
been wiser. Not just about trade, of
course not, but don’t underestimate
trade. We are not just talking about
profits.

Mr. ROTH. Could I ask a question of
the distinguished professor? We are en-
joying, today, one of the greatest peri-
ods of prosperity, 8, 9 years or so, this
country has undergone. Unemployment
is lower than anyone would ever have
predicted a few years ago. The future of
this country is bright. It was only
about 10 years ago everybody was pre-
dicting the United States was going
down the drain and Japan was becom-
ing No. 1. But the contrary has hap-
pened. In this period of time, we have
enjoyed the liberal trade practices that
began many, many years ago—what
was the year?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. In 1934.
Mr. ROTH. In 1934. How can you ex-

plain the prosperity of this country,
which has the most open markets of
any, if not put it on the basis that a
liberal trade policy does work? Unfor-
tunately, there are some industries and
some workers who do suffer. That is
the reason we have TAA, to help them
make the adjustment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Right.
Mr. ROTH. But overall, our country

has never had a longer period of growth

and prosperity than we are enjoying
and have enjoyed. It has been enjoyed
under two Presidents.

Isn’t it ironic we are here debating
whether or not we should extend these
policies that have worked so well to a
few countries that are in need of some
support and help? It will not only work
in their interests, but again it will
work in our interest, as I think the
Senator pointed out, starting with the
growers of cotton, people who make
the fabrics, the apparel, the whole-
salers, the retailers, and the con-
sumers. It seems to me it is almost un-
believable anyone would argue to the
contrary, that we should not continue
on this path of a liberal trade policy.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, we
have now reached the point where you
and I are alone on the Senate floor as
one of the epic decisions of this decade
is about to be made. One asks Senators
who might be listening: Where are you?

But the answer to your question, sir,
is our learning has truly expanded. We
know more about this. I mentioned
1933. In that year, John Maynard
Keynes published a book in the United
States called ‘‘Essays In Persuasion.’’
It appeared the previous year in Brit-
ain. He already had a pretty good
record. He wrote that great essay, ‘‘The
Economic Consequences of the
Peace’’—of Versailles. He was on the
British delegation as an adviser, and he
said: It is going to be awful. Germany
is not going to get over this.

That is a very famous essay—and it
is sort of a joke. Winston Churchill be-
came Chancellor of the Exchequer
around 1926 and went back, took Brit-
ain back on the gold standard. He
wrote an essay called ‘‘The Economic
Consequences Of Mr. Churchill,’’ which
he thought were pretty grim. And they
were.

But, in 1933, in this book, ‘‘Essays In
Persuasion,’’ he had an introduction. It
is really essays over the years. He said:
The economic problem is just a giant
muddle. He said: We will figure it out.
We will get through it. He said: I esti-
mate by about the year 2030, we will
have it pretty well under control and
we can go on to other issues in life.

The Senator mentioned the existing
expansion, the period of expansion. In
February of the coming year, that will
be in about 4 months, we will com-
pleted a period of sustained growth of
107 months, the longest in history—un-
less we start killing it, which is what
we seem intent on doing. Of course
there are dislocations brought about by
trade. Joseph Schumpeter—had it not
been for the Great Depression it is gen-
erally thought Schumpeter would be
regarded as the greatest economist of
the 20th century. He is an Austrian,
ended up a professor at Harvard. In his
book ‘‘Capitalism, Socialism & Democ-
racy,’’ he speaks a phrase now in wide
use, of the ‘‘creative destruction of
capitalism.’’ Sure, there comes a time
when shipping the cotton to mills in
New England no longer makes sense.
They want to have mills in South Caro-

lina. ‘‘Bring the mills to the cotton,’’
as the phrase was. It did make sense.
The next thing you know you had
empty mills all up and down the river
in Lowell, MA, and, I might say, in
Gloversville, NY, and such like.

Yes, but did that put an end to life in
Massachusetts? No. The next thing you
know, Route 128 is creating enormous
economic growth spurred on by com-
puter companies. That destruction is
creative because it brings better uses
of resources into play. You get more
than you had. Trying to keep just what
you had is a formula for ruin—well, not
for ruin, but for stagnation. I speak
with some temerity. I was once our
Ambassador to India, and I saw it hap-
pen. Tariffs you could not get through,
government purchasing. The Soviet
Union——

Mr. ROTH. That is correct.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Soviet Union,

sir, what was that? Oh, yes, that was
the place that was going to take over
the world.

I remember a meeting in Bucharest
of world trade advocates at the time. It
was an international conference about
the developing world. The Soviet dele-
gate absolutely swept the conference
with an announcement that, as of this
moment, as a gesture of solidarity with
our friends in Africa, in Latin America,
in Southeast Asia, the Soviet Union is
abolishing all tariffs of imports from
those countries.

The conference went wild, but no one
stopped to think: But, wait a minute,
the Soviet Union doesn’t have tariffs.
Everything is bought by the govern-
ment and put through collective enter-
prises, all of which were in ruins and
eventually collapsed. This was 20 years
before the whole system imploded.

We are talking for democracy, talk-
ing for vitality, talking for expansion,
talking for a tradition. As Jerry Ford
said yesterday in the Rotunda, he came
to Congress as a social moderate, a fis-
cal conservative, and a determined
internationalist. He was right. Can it
be we have forgotten all that?

I say, again, before I yield the floor,
at a critical moment in our economic
history—a critical moment—we are
hours away from ruinous indecision.
There are three Senators on the floor.
It happens we are all friends, perhaps
have gotten to be more friends because
we have been on the floor together for
2 days now. It is hard to understand.

Mr. ROTH. Can I make one further
observation and get the Senator’s reac-
tion to it? The irony of what is before
us is, if we enact this legislation, it
will help the very industries about
which we are concerned.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sure.
Mr. ROTH. It is, as we have said be-

fore, a win-win situation.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. It gives them a dif-

ferent mix of costs and profits, and
that turns out to make them viable
again.

Mr. ROTH. I point out it is projected
by the industry itself that adoption of
this legislation will create in the next
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5 years approximately 121,000 jobs, that
it will result in markets exceeding
roughly $8.8 billion. The purpose of this
legislation is not only to enable the
textile industry, for example, to com-
pete better at home but also to be in a
better position to compete abroad in
other markets. If we do nothing, as has
happened in the past, we see, for exam-
ple, the Chinese exports increasing.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Right.
Mr. ROTH. What we are trying to do

is make us more competitive in the in-
dustry so that it not only helps the
economy but, most important, creates
jobs within the industry.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
chairman is doing this for the Amer-
ican worker. If you think otherwise,
think back to opposite policies and
what they brought the American work-
er in the 1930s. Don’t think we cannot
make those mistakes again. We knew
enough not to do it then. We did not
know exactly why. But 1,000 econo-
mists wrote President Hoover, who was
a sensitive and an intelligent man.
Nothing quite like that happened be-
fore; nowadays we get 1,000 a day. They
said: Don’t sign that tariff bill, Smoot-
Hawley. Don’t sign it, they said. Well,
he did. It cost him the Presidency, but
that is the least of it. I thank the
Chair, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, yesterday,
I began making some comments in an-
swer to critics of the proposed legisla-
tion, and I want to take a few minutes
to continue to answer those negative
comments.

One of the questions that has been
asked is: Won’t this legislation result
in the further erosion of America’s
manufacturing sector?

None of my colleagues who have
risen in opposition to this bill have ad-
dressed its specifics. The reason is
that, unlike the House-passed Africa
bill, the Finance Committee measures
are drafted in a way that ensures a
benefit to the American industry as
well as our African, Caribbean, and
Central American trading partners.

I made passing reference just now to
the specifics and how it would impact
on the industry and the American
worker. What my colleagues who op-
pose the bill have done is raise several
general arguments against trade that I
thought might still be helpful to ad-
dress.

One of the arguments that falls in
that category is the argument that
trade has led to an irreversible decline
in U.S. manufacturing, and that any
trade measure, even this one, would
simply worsen that decline. Let me
take that head on.

America is not losing its manufac-
turing sector. By any measure, it is
doing a lot better than some of my dis-
tinguished colleagues seem to think.
There is no question that manufac-
turing has declined as a percentage of
the U.S. economy. Manufacturing, as a
portion of GDP, has declined steadily

since 1960, from 27 percent of GDP to 17
percent of GDP by 1996. But does that
mean the United States is losing in the
international arena? The answer is no.

According to the International Trade
Commission, all industrial countries
have faced a similar percentage de-
crease in manufacturing as a share of
GDP from about 28 percent in 1970 to
about 18 percent in 1994.

Does the decline in manufacturing as
a percentage of GDP mean that Amer-
ican industry is in decline and output
is falling?

Again, the answer is no. In fact,
America’s industrial output expanded
62 percent for the period from 1977
through 1996. Let me repeat. The fact
is, America’s industrial output ex-
panded 62 percent from 1977 through
1996, a period that critics of our trade
policy think of as the worst stages of
our industrial decline.

American manufacturing added a net
figure of 4.4 million new jobs during
that same period, or an increase of 31
percent in employment in the manu-
facturing sector.

These are very important statistics, I
believe. It bears out what the distin-
guished Senator from New York was
just pointing out.

Are we being beaten in this measure
of international competition? Again,
the answer is no. According to a most
recent edition of the Economist, which
I think is one of the best periodicals
available today, American industrial
production is up by 35 percent over
1990.

During that same period, Japanese
industrial growth fell by 5 percent.
What a contrast. Ours grew by 35 per-
cent; Japan’s fell by 5 percent. This
was the world where our country was
going to be down and Japan was going
to take over.

Industrial output in Germany has re-
mained a sluggish 4 percent over the
same 10 years, while French and Brit-
ish industrial production grew by only
8 and 9 percent, respectively.

Is there employment available for
those workers who have lost their jobs
due to an increase in productivity? As
Senator MOYNIHAN and I were com-
menting earlier, the answer is yes. We
have never seen such low unemploy-
ment as this country is enjoying today.

The American economy currently en-
joys the lowest unemployment in his-
tory and rising wages across the board,
even for the unskilled who have
dropped out of school rather than fin-
ishing their education.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would my friend
allow me to make a comment in the
form of a question?

Mr. ROTH. Please proceed.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. In terms of how we

are progressing and what we are learn-
ing, the Senator mentioned we have
the lowest unemployment rates in 30
years, and for the longest time we also
have had the lowest inflation rates.

Mr. ROTH. That is correct.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Twenty years ago,

statistics proved that was not possible.

There were something called the ‘‘Phil-
lips Curve’’ that said: There is a trade-
off; the lower your unemployment rate
goes, the higher your inflation rate
goes. And everyone said, oh, God, we
can’t get the unemployment rate down
too much because that will spark infla-
tion.

If I can just be reminiscent and tell
war stories in this crowded Chamber,
where I see we are back to three Mem-
bers—well, the distinguished Senator
from Illinois is presiding; and it is an
honor to have him in the Chair—in
1963, the Council of Economic Advisers,
then chaired by Dr. Walter Heller of
the Kennedy administration, was put-
ting together the economic report.
This report was created by the Employ-
ment Act of 1946 which gave us the in-
stitutionalized, countercyclical eco-
nomic notions.

They said: We should have a goal; we
should set as a goal for the country an
unemployment rate of 4 percent. Now,
it won’t be easy, but we should be bold.

In the Labor Department we were
sort of distressed because we had
dreams of unemployment below 4 per-
cent. So we got them to change the
text and make it an interim goal of 4
percent—again, a dream.

Sir, we now are routinely close to 4
percent, have been for almost a year.
Thirty years ago, it was something you
could not imagine. In a rousing eco-
nomic report—if there is such a thing—
you could say, let’s do things that are
unimaginable. Now we do not even no-
tice when they are reported every
month. It is working. Why put it in
jeopardy?

Mr. ROTH. I could not agree more
with what the Senator just said. I
think this is one of the brightest peri-
ods in history with respect to our coun-
try. I think there is enough credit for
everyone to claim.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sure.
Mr. ROTH. But I think the——
Mr. MOYNIHAN. But, sir, would you

allow me? If we let this calamitous
event take place of bringing down this
trade bill there will be plenty of blame
to go around, too.

Mr. ROTH. I agree with you.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. To go around and

around and around.
Mr. ROTH. As you and I have pointed

out, a majority of the Senators on both
sides of the aisle are supportive of this
legislation.

I do wish some of those who are sup-
portive would come down and give
their reasons why it is so important
that we move ahead with this legisla-
tion. It would be a shame if we lost this
opportunity to take a step forward. Be-
cause, if I might say so, we are not
only losing the opportunity to act on
this legislation, which in and of itself
is so important, but it helps give what
I think is the mistaken message to the
world that we are no longer interested
in liberal trade policy, particularly in
view of the fact that we will be going,
hopefully, out to Seattle in a few
weeks to take the next step forward in
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broadening and liberalizing markets,
making them more accessible to every-
one, which, of course, is particularly in
our interest because the United States
has the lowest tariffs, the most open
markets. It is important that we move
ahead and begin to negotiate access to
other markets.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I inquire, will
you say that again and again and
again? The United States has the low-
est tariffs of any major economy in the
world.

Mr. ROTH. That is correct.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The only outcome

of having negotiating power and a ne-
gotiating round is to reduce the tariffs
of other people.

Mr. ROTH. Absolutely.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. And it is in our in-

terest to do it.
We have heard talk about the sub-

sidies of the European Union, and so
forth. You do not get anywhere with
subsidies.

Mr. ROTH. That is right.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. You get elected 1

year, and so forth. But the economy
doesn’t.

Mr. Chairman, thank God, you are
where you are. But where, sir, are the
others?

I see our distinguished friend is in
the Chamber. We have reached a crit-
ical mass. There are five Senators in
the Chamber—six. Yes, six. Perhaps the
word is getting around that something
of great consequence is going to happen
today—or not.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ROTH. Thank you, I say to Sen-

ator MOYNIHAN.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Ms. LANDRIEU addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Chair.
I come to the floor today to add my

voice in support of this very important
piece of legislation in the hope that, as
we continue to talk about the great
strengths and characteristics that
make this a good bill and the impor-
tance of continuing this open trade, we
can build enough support to pass it, to
get over whatever procedural hurdles
are present.

I thank the Senator from New York
and the Senator from Delaware for
their bipartisan leadership. With all
due respect to the opponents, let me
make a few points about this African
Growth and Opportunity Act.

When the United States can do some-
thing that extends opportunity to
countries that need our assistance
while at the same time benefiting
American workers and industry, I be-
lieve we should take that step. We can,
by voting for this bill, elevate the com-
mercial exchange between Africa, the
Caribbean, and Central America—hope-
fully, if that piece can be added—and
the United States. That is what this
bill attempts to do.

My State, Louisiana, is smart and
blessed to have positioned itself at the
mouth of the Mississippi River. It is

how our State began. It is how the city
of New Orleans and communities began
hundreds of years ago and developed
into a State.

It is impossible to overstate the riv-
er’s importance to the economy of our
Nation, but the Mississippi River is
more than just a way to move goods
within the United States. It is also the
primary artery for north-south trade
among the United States, Canada, and
developing countries to the south. And
therein lies so much potential for them
and for us. At this time, much of Amer-
ica’s trade flows in an east-to-west di-
rection, between Europe and the east
coast or Asia and the west coast. We
have all benefited, some to a greater
degree than others, and there have
most certainly been changes, but we
have all benefited from that flow.
While Louisiana benefits and partici-
pates, it does not make use of Louisi-
ana’s national geographic advantage.

We will continue to benefit in an
even greater way by increasing the
north-south flow. For this reason, when
the United States has the opportunity
to increase trade on the north-south
axis, I can be confident we will increase
those benefits to our State and the Na-
tion.

Although it has come under some
criticism, the best example for Lou-
isiana is NAFTA. By promoting trade
among Mexico, the United States, and
Canada, NAFTA moves goods along a
north-south corridor that naturally
produces growth for our State. The re-
sults have been quite dramatic.

In 5 years since NAFTA was enacted,
Louisiana’s trade with our partners has
increased 134 percent. Louisiana’s ex-
ports to Mexico alone were up 34 per-
cent last year. This trade increase sup-
ports over 10,000 jobs in my State and
is growing every month. Thus, from
the standpoint of enlightened self-in-
terest, the majority of people in Lou-
isiana support the expansion of trade
between our other southern trading
partners in Latin America, the Carib-
bean, and, yes, Africa.

This bill is also about the United
States paying more attention, serious
attention, to a continent we have in
many ways ignored. Such an effort is
too long in coming. Until now, United
States policy in Africa has really oper-
ated in two modes: benign neglect and
cold war gamesmanship.

Our Government poured aid into Af-
rica when it was an active battle-
ground in the ideological struggle of
the cold war. We made many mistakes
in our efforts to be helpful. We sup-
ported governments that paid only lip
service to democratic principles and
cared little about the infrastructure
necessary for a modern market econ-
omy. Much of our aid was wasted—I am
sure some of it went to very good use—
and the series of wars and human trag-
edies have left the American people
somewhat jaded about the prospects for
real reform in Africa.

Our neglect of this continent, with
some exceptions, obviously, is starkly

pointed out by our trade and invest-
ment statistics. Only 1 percent of all
United States foreign direct invest-
ment goes to Africa. Of that 1 percent,
half of it is in the petroleum sector,
which obviously we, in Louisiana,
know something about. The majority
was concentrated in only five coun-
tries. That leaves 43 other nations in
Africa with virtually no contact with
the American system of free enterprise.

I believe the American people under-
stand this is a continent we cannot af-
ford to leave behind and we cannot af-
ford to develop a society in this world
of haves and have-nots. The stresses
that such disparities produce inher-
ently rip at the fabric of our society,
cause upheaval, and ultimately can, as
we have seen on occasion after occa-
sion, decade after decade, century after
century, turn to severe violence and
war.

The disparity between the United
States and nations such as Tanzania or
Malawi makes the difference between
the rich and poor within our own coun-
try seem laughable. Yet we wonder
where rogue nations come from. We
wonder what prompts them to act in
violent and, in our idea, irresponsible
ways. When people in our country are
not vested in the development of our
society, when they believe they have
nothing at stake in the community,
crime and violence result. The inter-
national community is no different.

Would the Sudan be a rogue state if
it had a serious trade relationship with
the United States and Europe? I do not
believe so. Unfortunately, much of Af-
rica finds itself ignored and divested
from the world community. Again, the
figures paint a stark picture. For 20
years, the gap between the level of eco-
nomic development in Africa and the
rest of the world has not closed; it has
widened. Declining commodity prices
cost Africa $50 billion in export earn-
ings. This is twice as much as they re-
ceived in foreign aid between 1986 and
1990. Fifty percent of all Africans live
below the poverty line; 40 percent live
on less than $1 a day. And debt service
claims over 80 percent of Africa’s for-
eign exchange earnings.

It is no wonder that, given this bleak
picture, trade relations with Africa
need a jump start, not only for Africa’s
benefit but for our benefit, for South
America, for the Caribbean, and for
every State in the Union, particularly
those that have the infrastructure to
offer for north-south trade.

The African Growth and Opportunity
Act would open up American markets
to apparel and other goods produced in
Africa, but with the right percentages
and the right mechanisms and methods
for much of those goods and services to
also have value added here, which
would preserve jobs.

As the amazing growth of East Asia
has demonstrated, apparel is a natural
entry point into manufacturing and a
natural source for more robust trading
relations with the United States and
Africa.

VerDate 12-OCT-99 02:08 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.038 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13356 October 28, 1999
The Senate version of this bill en-

sures the benefits of this relationship
will not be one-sided but will be mu-
tual, as only apparel utilizing Amer-
ican-produced textiles will receive the
GSP benefits. Thus, a steady two-way
traffic can develop between the United
States and Africa. Such a system of
mutually beneficial trade can only en-
hance prospects of further American
investment and interest in the African
market, creating jobs both there and
here.

For my home State of Louisiana, this
is a very good deal. My friend and col-
league in the House of Representatives,
BILL JEFFERSON, has been one of the
principal advocates for this legislation
because he understands the mutual
benefit for our State and many States
in this Nation and this continent. Fur-
thermore, as home to one of the most
significant ports in the world, trade in
either direction translates into high-
way jobs for citizens of Louisiana.

With regard to the criticisms of some
of my colleagues relating to the dan-
gers of labor standards and environ-
mental degradation, I take these cri-
tiques and critics very seriously. I, for
one, most certainly don’t want to be a
part of any trade relationship that does
not promote good and progressive envi-
ronmental policies and labor policies.
The only long-term answer to both of
these problems is economic growth. No
country will address labor relations
when 50 percent of its people live in
poverty. No country can protect its en-
vironment when people are struggling
to be kept alive. Poaching, deforest-
ation, slash-and-burn agriculture,
these are all the results of too little
trade, too little investment, and too
little exchange with more developed
countries.

This is not to say we should abandon
American standards and principle—to
the contrary—but, rather, we should
look at what has happened in South-
east Asia. As those economies have
grown, so have wages and so has con-
cern for the environment. Engagement
is required because the status quo is
even less likely to produce the kind of
environmental goals we want to
achieve and to address the rights of
workers everywhere.

I am saddened to know that despite
the importance of the African Growth
and Opportunities Act, it is unlikely to
receive a vote on final passage. The
vast majority of this Senate, I believe,
want this bill enacted. I understand
that we are late in the year and proce-
dural difficulties could absorb the lit-
tle time we have remaining. However, I
must say that when it comes to the
question of world leadership, the Sen-
ate should make time for these kinds
of discussions. The Senate floor has
seen many items debated that have not
enjoyed the broad-based support this
legislation does. So I remain hopeful
our differences can be worked out be-
cause this and other trade bills and
provisions are so important to help us
maintain the upward mobility we are

experiencing in America, the tremen-
dous growth of opportunities in jobs
and wage improvements that can only
help if these agreements are done in
the right way in countries around the
world and particularly throughout the
Southern Hemisphere.

I just want to end briefly with a
statement about the Caribbean Basin
Initiative portion of this bill. I had the
opportunity to visit Central America
in the wake of the hurricane in Hon-
duras and Nicaragua. They were dev-
astated, set back over a decade or two,
according to some analysts who spoke
about the devastation that hurricane
wrought. It was a terrible time for it to
hit, just when they were coming into a
democracy and when the economies
were expanding. When I visited—as
many Republicans and Democrats did—
with the Presidents of these nations,
yes, they asked for us to help repair
their highways, and they asked for our
military to engage, particularly our
Reserves, which we were proud to send
down to help them dig out and rebuild.
The one thing they asked for more
than anything was the Caribbean Basin
Trade Initiative so that they could
work themselves up, so that they could
help produce new jobs, not only in the
Caribbean, not only in South America
and Central America, but here in the
United States of America.

So let us learn from the past. Let us
look confidently toward the future. Let
us not cower back because the rules
may be different and because
globalization is upon us. Let us be
brave and go forward, recognizing that
global trade brings wealth and oppor-
tunity, and not only more to our Na-
tion, but it is the only thing that is
going to help close the tremendous gap
of wealth in this world, which, if we
don’t close, will produce nothing but
unrest, violence, and war in the future.

So for all those reasons—primarily
for economic development but also for
world peace—let us be about the busi-
ness of trade. That is what today is
about.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative assistant proceeded

to call the roll.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the critics
of an open and forward-looking trade
policy would prefer to avoid a debate
about the actual facts regarding the
United States economy. Let me give
you some examples.

According to the International Trade
Commission, from 1970 to 1997, the per-
centage of U.S. GDP involved in inter-
national trade more than doubled—
from 11 percent of GDP to 25 percent of
GDP. If the opponents of this bill were
right in their criticism of U.S. trade

policy, the United States should be fac-
ing a precipitous economic decline. In
fact, the United States’ GDP roughly
quadrupled over the same time period
from $2 trillion to $8.2 trillion.

If the opponents of this bill were cor-
rect in their criticisms of our trade
policy, we should have seen a dramatic
rise in unemployment along with the
predicted decline in output. In fact,
from 1970 to 1997, the American econ-
omy produced a net increase of 33.5
million jobs.

To put that in context, the American
economy produced more than three
times the number of new jobs than the
entire G–7 industrial countries com-
bined. Rather than facing the double-
digit unemployment that Germany
faces, U.S. unemployment stood near 4
percent.

The opponents of this bill often fin-
ger our trade policy as the culprit in a
decline in real wages from 1978 to 1997,
because trade as a percentage of our
economy doubled while real wages fell.
In fact, while wages fell, the overall
benefits of the entire package of com-
pensation and benefits offered to work-
ers actually increased by 2 percent.

That is not to deny that there is a
growing gap between the pay of our
highest paid workers and our lowest.
There is little doubt that this gap has
grown.

But, we owe it our to ask three basic
questions? First, is the gap, in and of
itself, a problem if everyone is better
off? Second, is the gap attributable to
trade as the critics complain? Third, is
slowing the pace of trade liberaliza-
tion, or, worse yet, the imposition of
actual restraints on trade, the right
policy to remedy the inequality in
wages?

As to the first point, the growing gap
in wages is not necessarily a problem if
everyone is better off at the end of the
day. As noted above, while wages fell
at the low end, the overall package of
benefits increased over the past two
decades. Furthermore, real wages are
once again on the rise, including at the
low end.

But, even if wages were, in fact, stag-
nant, trade would help. Trade makes a
broader range of higher quality goods
and services available to all wage earn-
ers in the economy. In other words,
trade helps ensure that even the lowest
paid sectors of the economy can get
higher value for their dollars than
would be the case without the competi-
tion trade brings.

As for the second question, whether
trade is the culprit in wages in equal-
ity, the answer is that trade has some
impact, but not as much as the dis-
parity in income between different lev-
els of education.

Education also gives you the tools to
remain flexible as the conditions of
your current employment changes or
as employment changes generally.
That is why the economy pays a pre-
mium to those who made the sacrifices
it takes to succeed in getting a high
school education, a college education,
and post-graduate education as well.
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Our economy rewards academic

achievement. There is no doubt about
that. But, should we change that?
Should we eliminate any incentive to
achieve a higher education as a way of
eliminating the wage gap? Few people
would suggest that that is an appro-
priate response.

But, that really focuses our attention
on the third question—whether slowing
the process of trade liberalization or
imposing trade restraints is the right
answer to address the wage gap. The
answer is no!

Imposing restraints on trade would,
at best, be an indirect, inefficient,
costly, fourth-best option. If the dis-
parity in wages relates to academic
achievement, trade restraints will not
address the problem, much less solve
it.

Indeed, if the problem is one of en-
couraging improvements in our edu-
cational system and encouraging our
youth to remain in school, imposing re-
straints on trade is simply self-defeat-
ing. Trade restraints will do nothing to
improve educational standards or im-
prove school attendance or achieve-
ment. It will simply impose higher
costs on consumers.

And, on whose shoulders will those
higher costs fall? Those higher costs
will fall disproportionately on the low-
est economic sectors in our society. In
other words, the burden of trade re-
straints will fall on precisely on those
groups that the critics of trade purport
to want to help because of what they
perceive as an inequitable gap in
wages.

Why is that so? The reason is that
trade restraints like tariffs and quotas
are hugely regressive. Our highest tar-
iffs fall on staples such as food and
clothing.

That is an inconvenient fact that the
critics of trade would prefer not to pub-
licize. What that means is that those
workers that now receive relatively
lower wages would pay the cost for any
increase in trade restraints, which
would exacerbate the inequality be-
tween the high and low end of the pay
scale, rather than reduce it.

If we actually want to do something
about wage inequality, we should avoid
using the gap in wages from the high
end to the low end as an excuse to pro-
vide protection for certain industries
in this country and impose higher costs
on consumers. Rather, we should be
concentrating on improving our pri-
mary, secondary, and post-secondary
education.

That is but one of the appropriate re-
sponses to the rising wage gap. But I
understand the arguments that you
can’t take a former textile worker and
retrain him to be a computer pro-
grammer.

That is why we should also pursue
policies that will increase the amount
of capital flowing within and into the
United States.

This helps those at the bottom in two
ways. If the amount of capital in-
creases relative to labor, it will de-

mand more labor to fully employ itself
and appreciate in value.

It also raises the productivity of
those at the bottom, making them
more valuable, and they will be re-
warded for such productivity accord-
ingly. This can summed up succinctly
by one question—which high-school
level worker gets paid the most to dig
a hole, the one who uses a spoon, a
shovel, or an excavator? The answer is
obvious, and the difference between the
three is not education, but the capital
that they employ to produce.

Ultimately, all economic growth is
the result of risk-taking on new ideas
that increase our productivity—there-
by increasing our standard of living.
When we lower the government bar-
riers to risking capital, like we did in
the Taxpayer Relief of 1997, which in-
cluded a large cut in the capital gains
tax, the creation of the Roth IRA, and
cuts in the estate tax, capital becomes
more abundant, fueling the real wage
increases, stock market increases, and
economic growth we have seen in re-
cent years.

The stability of the dollar in the past
two decades, as opposed to the turmoil
of the 1970’s, has also greatly contrib-
uted to capital formation, not only be-
cause the tax on capital is unindexed
for inflation, but also because currency
instability increases the risk associ-
ated with all economic activity.

When we lower these barriers and
risks, those with capital will risk it on
those without capital, but who possess
a surplus of time, energy, talent, or
ideas.

These ideas, anything from a better
mousetrap to the personal computer,
allow us to produce more out of less—
raising living standards of all sectors
of the wage base.

These are the most direct responses
to the rising wage gap, and also the
most efficient, least costly, and poten-
tially successful answer to wage and
income inequality. Calling for an end
to trade liberalization will not help.
Nor will opposing this bill.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is a
little difficult to have coherence with
respect to this debate. I had hoped we
would avoid getting back to Smoot-
Hawley and even Hitler. I know Pat
Buchanan—one of the enthusiasts for
competitive trade—and I think he is
right on trade. Unfortunately, he has
suggested in his recent book we ought
to be more considerate of Hitler. A no-
tion that is pure nonsense.

On this issue, the Senator from New
York cited Smoot-Hawley, the Depres-
sion, and Hitler. If you listen to the

gentleman and are not fully aware of
all the facts, one would think this is a
bill to avoid a depression and avoid
‘‘Hitlerism’’ or some other possibility.

With respect to Smoot-Hawley, we
had a good debate some 15 or more
years ago. I will never forget it. The
late Senator from Pennsylvania, John
Heinz, and myself had to correct that
record. We got the Don Bedell Associ-
ates study of Smoot-Hawley.

The crash occurred in October of 1929.
That is when we all went broke. That
could easily happen with what is going
on right now, if some of the signs we
are reading on the horizon come to
bear. Not being an alarmist and being a
realist, let’s look at Smoot-Hawley.

First, it occurred some 8 months
after the October 29 crash, in June of
1930. It did not cause the crash, Hitler,
the Depression, or any of the other dis-
asters of the thirties. On the contrary,
it did not affect trade to any extent.
The tariffs in question affected only
one-third of our trade; two-thirds were
unaffected—causing no impact whatso-
ever with respect to trade.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, con-
tinuing with respect to the amount of
trade affected, it was just at a third or
a little less. Trade itself was some-
where around 1.5 percent. There was
some argument about it being 3 per-
cent of the GNP. Now it is 25 percent.

I am trying to give a comparison so
you get a feel of the exact impact upon
the economy.

The tariffs in question affected only
$231 million worth of products in the
second half of 1930—less than 1 percent
of the world trade. So it did not have
any real effect on world trade.

In 1930 to 1932, duty-free imports into
the United States dropped at virtually
the same percentage as dutiable im-
ports.

So what you do is you look at the ef-
fect of Smoot-Hawley, and look how
unaffected free trade really was mostly
due to the worldwide depression. But
namely, talking about cause and effect,
we are both discussing the effect, but
not the cause; because the cause was
not Smoot-Hawley.

When taken into account, Smoot-
Hawley only affected a fraction of the
trade. Only 33 percent of the $1.5 billion
of U.S. imports was in the dutiable cat-
egory. The entire impact of Smoot-
Hawley has to be focused on the $1.5
billion number which was barely 1.5
percent of our GNP.

I have a better authority than any, I
think, with respect to Smoot-Hawley.
Paul Krugman, in ‘‘The Age of Dimin-
ished Expectations,’’—I finally found
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his quote—and I am quoting from page
64:

Although protectionism is usually a bad
thing, it is worth pointing out that it isn’t as
bad as all that. Protectionism does not cost
our economy jobs any more than the trade
deficit does: U.S. employment is essentially
determined by supply, not demand. The
claim that protectionism caused the depres-
sion is nonsense; the claim that future pro-
tectionism will lead to a repeat performance
is equally nonsensical.

Mr. President, there you are. Any
time they get in trouble and they do
not have the facts with them, then
they go off and try to get you into a
miasma of history and how we have
had bad times, and now we have good
times—the best of times—and how we
are going to create all of these jobs.
The group that says it is going to cre-
ate jobs is the same group mentioned
in 1993 in Capital City’s Media Women’s
Daily, where the article from Novem-
ber 16 states:

That was the battle cry Monday by direc-
tors of the American Textile Manufacturers
Institute, who in a last-ditch effort to solid-
ify congressional support for NAFTA,
pledged not to move any jobs to Mexico in
the pact as passed. The ATMI Board, made
up of firms representing every facet of the
textile industry, voted in favor of the resolu-
tion which said their companies would not
move jobs, plants, or facilities from the
United States to Mexico as a result of the
North American Free Trade Agreement.

What are the facts? Dan River is
about to build an integrated apparel
fabrics manufacturing plant in Mexico.
Tarrant Apparel purchased a denim
mill in Puebla, Mexico; DuPont and
Alpek are going to build a plant in
Altimira, Mexico and form a joint ven-
ture with Teijin; Guilford and Cone
Mills are to create a Mexican indus-
trial park known as ‘‘textile city’’;
Burlington Industries is going to build
a new Mexican plant to produce wool
products.

I hear about the 127,000 jobs that the
industry says it is going to create. I
heard that NAFTA was going to create
200,000 jobs.

I know categorically from the De-
partment of Labor that we have lost
420,000 textile jobs since NAFTA was
introduced. We have lost exactly 31,700
jobs in South Carolina alone. You only
have to turn to the articles by Kurt
Salmon Associates—and I quote from
August of this year:

More textile mills are funneling plants and
investment into Mexico to be closer to the
cut-and-sew apparel factories that have al-
ready migrated south of the border, accord-
ing to a new analysis. A flood of low-priced
fabric and fiber imports from Asia has pres-
sured domestic manufacturers to respond by
seeking ways to cut their own costs.

The Kurt Salmon Associates report
continues:

Since NAFTA’s passage in 1994, Georgia
has lost 28,000, plus two textile—30,000 ap-
parel and textile jobs.

So we have lost 31,700 jobs. They have
lost 30,000. That makes, as you go over
through the other States and the other
communities, some 420,000 in just tex-
tile jobs alone.

Rather than a balance of trade that
they are talking about—a win-win situ-
ation, that the industry is for this, ev-
erybody is for it. We heard that cry be-
fore, too. It was going to create a posi-
tive balance of trade. We were at $5 bil-
lion at the time we passed NAFTA, a $5
billion-plus balance of trade. Now we
have a negative $17 billion balance of
trade with Mexico.

So the proof of the pudding is in the
eating. As I said before, there is no
education in the second kick of a mule.
This NAFTA proposition that they are
trying to spread to the CBI and the
sub-Sahara at the same time, it re-
minds me of an insurance policy con-
test that they had for a company down
in South Carolina years back. The win-
ning slogan for the particular company
was: The Capital Life will surely pay, if
the small print on the back don’t take
it away.

Here we extend this to the CBI and
then to the sub-Sahara; or to the sub-
Sahara and then to CBI—either way. I
think it is really going to the CBI; and
it is going to be kept there and then
taken away from the sub-Sahara. They
are not going to invest all the way over
into Africa when they all just pell-mell
are going down there hand over fist to
come into the Caribbean production.

I was just referring to Mr. Farley and
Fruit of the Loom and how they have
already eliminated 17,000 jobs in the
Presiding Officer’s State of Kentucky.
They eliminated another 7,000 jobs in
Louisiana. They have moved to the
Cayman Islands. So they are foreign
companies. It is getting to be where we
have to sort of sober up and understand
what the real facts are.

Trade, reciprocity—that is exactly
what he called it—reciprocal trade pol-
icy of Cordell Hull back in the 1930s.
We had reciprocity. We had a modicum
of it even in NAFTA, even though it
didn’t work. But we had the side agree-
ments on the environment. We had the
side agreements for labor. We had reci-
procity. We go down the list, and we
find out now we are going to do away
with all of the particular tariffs with
respect to the United States for the
CBI, sub-Sahara.

Let’s see what the CBI—Dominican
Republic has a 43-percent tariff; El Sal-
vador—some of these include VAT, a
value added tax—El Salvador, 37.5 per-
cent; Honduras, 35 percent—this is all
on textiles—Guatemala, 40 percent;
Costa Rica, 39 percent; Haiti, 29 per-
cent; Jamaica, 40 percent; Nicaragua,
35 percent; Trinidad and Tobago, 40
percent—the United States is already
giving it the store. We have already
lowered ours to 10 percent. There is a 5-
year phaseout. We have had a 10-year
phaseout of the Multifiber Arrange-
ment. Now we are going into the fifth
or sixth year, so we only have another
5 years. And the real impacts, the
heavy reductions on the good traded
articles—we do trade some in textiles—
is going right on out of the window. So,
yes, you have some fabric boys calling
us and saying: Wait a minute, Senator,

we are for this bill. That is short-
sighted. It is just like all the apparel
jobs—about gone.

What is happening, as Kurt Salmon
Associates says, they want to locate
the fabric plants near where the sewing
is and where the apparel is. It is just an
economy of production, an increase in
productivity. So they are moving down
there more and more. So the fabric
boys are calling on the phone. Give
them another 5 years, I can tell you
here and now; they will be gone.

I know this: Any good businessman
in textiles looking at this situation
says, with 5 years—wait a minute—to
put in this new machinery, this new
spindle or otherwise—says: I can’t get
my money back in 5 years. It is going
to take me 9 to 10 years to get my
money back. I just don’t buy it. I don’t
get productivity. And then the politi-
cians will run around on the floor of
the National Government hollering:
They have to be more productive; they
have to be more productive. And who
has cut off the productivity? We have.

What about tariffs in Africa? Central
African Republic, 30 percent; Cam-
eroon, 30 percent; Chad, 30 percent;
Congo, 30 percent; Ethiopia, 80 percent;
Gabon, 30 percent; Ghana, 25 percent;
Kenya, 80 percent; Mauritius, 88 per-
cent; Nigeria, 55 percent; Tanzania, 40
percent; Zimbabwe, 200 percent. There
they are.

What is really going to happen, from
practical experience, is trans-
shipments. Let me say a word about
the transshipment problem. I will
never forget. It was 1984; this Senator
got 500 additional customs agents into
the Treasury-Post Office appropria-
tions bill, and they didn’t hire them.
We kept on pleading, and by the end of
the 1980s, we finally got President
Bush, and he put on some extra ones.
But we haven’t gotten any extra ones
since that time.

We go to the customs agents, and
they say yes, it is still at least 5 billion
in transshipments, but they say: Sen-
ator, you want us to stop T-shirts or
drugs? And you look them in the face
and say: Well, of course you have to
stop the drugs. They say: That is all we
have got.

Now they are talking all over the
Halls in both Chambers of a 11⁄2 percent
cut. And now we have just been edu-
cated by CBO that 11⁄2 won’t work, it
will take at least 5.8 percent. And then
if you don’t, if you are going to ex-
clude, say, defense and others, emer-
gency ones, it is going to take an 11.8-
percent across-the-board cut. So they
are debating over on the House side
right now is this so-called cut bill. But
what they are debating is a cut in cus-
toms agents and a cut in enforcement.

Our African friends, I know they
changed their vote with respect to
human rights in the United Nations
some 4 years ago or 5 years ago. We had
passed a resolution in the general as-
sembly, and we will set up the hear-
ings. We never have had the hearings.

Our Chinese friends went down into
Africa. They have made all kinds of

VerDate 12-OCT-99 03:21 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.048 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13359October 28, 1999
friends there over the years. I will
never forget over 25 years ago when I
was in Zaire, it was the Chinese build-
ing the railroad from the hinterland
out to the coast, down the Congo. They
have had all kinds of contacts down
there with Nelson Mandela and many
others. They will get their plants and
transshipments, and they will be com-
ing through Africa. And our folks will
be working still at customs looking for
drugs coming up from Colombia and
South America and little inspecting
will done concerning transshipments in
the area of African trade.

In reality, you are really fattening
the competition in the Pacific rim all
under the auspices and the gist of free
trade. Let’s say we are going to allow
our textile boys to compete with the
Pacific rim industries. That is why I
put in that book.

Do we have the book of all the fabric
manufacturers? I don’t want to put the
entire book in, but we included just
those entities that had invested al-
ready down in Mexico—referring, of
course, to Davidson’s Textile Blue
Book. You can see here the fabric re-
source list. We will include all of these
pages—not the book, but pages 345
through—well, just the fabric—well, we
can include the yarns, too, natural fi-
bers; they have yarn forward on 807,
809.

That is too much to include in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Just on the
fabrics, not just the yarns forward,
would be 11 pages.

As I related on yesterday, all you
need do is go from southern California
into Tijuana, and you can see that you
think you are going into Mexico, but it
looks as if you are going into Seoul,
Korea. There is nothing but Korean
plants all over it. I have been there. I
have traveled to other parts of Mexico.
I think we ought to say a word, though,
with respect to the wonderful economy
we have. Do we have that article?

I was talking earlier about the econ-
omy and the devastating effect this
would have on the economic strength,
the security, of the United States upon
a three-legged stool: One leg of values
as a nation is unquestioned; the second
leg, that of military and the only su-
perpower left; the third leg of the eco-
nomics has been fractured. They used
the 17-percent figure, but the most re-
cent figure I had of workforce and man-
ufacturing had gone from 26 percent 10
years ago down to 13 percent. What
happens is, since we are not saving
here, I had the article where we are ac-
tually consuming more than our in-
crease in productivity. If you can find
that in here—I am not sure that is the
same article I was looking at. It was
three weeks ago in Newsweek where
they pointed that out. Last week, Mort
Zuckerman, in U.S. News and World
Report, talked about the two levels of
society and the split we have there.

We see signs on the horizon now of
trouble. We are not pessimists, and we
are not necessarily optimists; we are
realists. As I pointed out earlier, the

deficit at the end of last month for the
fiscal year 1999 was $127 billion. It is
not a surplus—not as they reported in
a Washington Post story that was
added earlier today to the RECORD—
that said for the first time since the
Eisenhower days we had back-to-back
surpluses. That is absolutely false. It is
a $127 billion deficit, according to
Treasury figures. They could be inter-
polated by the CBO about funds carried
forward. And it says there might be
about $16 billion.

When my distinguished friend from
New Mexico put this balanced budget
law through in 1997, I said: If the budg-
et is balanced under your act, I will
jump off the Capitol dome. We knew it
would not be. We know now it isn’t.
When you are still spending $100 billion
more than you take in and you are in-
creasing your deficit from last year, as
we are going to do already this year,
we just go pell-mell down the road.
Your interest debt increases, your in-
terest cost increases, and so your
spending increases. And they want to
give all kinds of tax cuts and spending.

I know I am on pretty solid ground.
So when the President said—I wish I
had that article of yesterday from the
Washington Post. It was on page 3 or 4.
I want to give some credibility to what
I am saying. It is difficult when you
are the only one saying there is a def-
icit. The newspapers say surplus, the
President says surplus, the majority
leader says surplus, the minority lead-
er says surplus, the Democrats say sur-
plus, the Republicans say surplus; and
you come along and say there is a def-
icit. You have to have support for what
you are doing. So I put in this sheet of
paper earlier with respect to the Treas-
ury figures. I am glad to put it in
again, if I can find a copy of it. I will
ask the staff to get a copy of that sheet
from the Treasury Department we were
inserting into the RECORD so we can see
exactly—I am not just saying it is a
deficit, it is the Treasury Department
saying it is a deficit. So we will find
that.

Right here in this morning’s paper it
says we are not spending more money
than we are taking in. It is as usual. As
Tennessee Ernie said, ‘‘another day
older and deeper in debt.’’

Can we get Thursday’s Washington
Post, which is easily had, and the sheet
of paper from the Treasury Depart-
ment? I know they made a copy. Here
it is. ‘‘Hill Negotiators Agree to Delay
Part of NIH Research Budget.’’ The
subheadline is ‘‘The government has
recorded its first back-to-back sur-
pluses since 1956–57.’’

Mr. President, this says:
Meanwhile, figures out yesterday showed

that the federal government ran a surplus of
$122.7 billion in fiscal 1999 . . . the first time
the government has recorded back-to-back
surpluses since the Eisenhower administra-
tion in 1956–57.

Absolutely false. There isn’t any
question about it.

I will retain this floor. I know others
like to talk about different subjects,

but I have had a difficult time this
morning trying to get a word in edge-
wise about this particular trade bill.

If we find the Treasury sheet that
was issued yesterday, it is a whole re-
port—I didn’t want to put the entire re-
port in the RECORD, but if we can find
that sheet, we will include it. It is page
20.

I have my hand on another copy right
here. This is page 20 of the Department
of the Treasury report, table 6: ‘‘Means
of financing the deficit or disposition
of surplus by the U.S. Government,
September 1999, and other periods.’’

Then you will see the account bal-
ances column, current fiscal year of
total Federal securities. In other
words, how much did we have to bor-
row? We have the figure here at the be-
ginning of the year; it is
$5,478,704,000,000. Then you look at the
close of the fiscal year, and it is
$5,606,486,000,000—a deficit, not a sur-
plus, of $127.8 billion. That is as of yes-
terday. But if you read the headline in
the paper, they have ‘‘back-to-back
surpluses,’’ and we have another deficit
in excess of over $100 billion.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 28, 1999]

HILL NEGOTIATORS AGREE TO DELAY PART OF
NIH RESEARCH BUDGET

(By Eric Pianin)

House and Senate negotiators yesterday
agreed to delay a big chunk of the research
budget of the National Institutes of Health,
as they struggled to find new ways to hold
down costs and stay within tight spending
limits.

With concerns rising over their plan to cut
programs across the board, Republicans lead-
ers are once again turning to creative ac-
counting tactics to make sure their spending
bills are lean enough to avoid tapping into
Social Security payroll taxes.

The last of the 13 spending bills to be con-
sidered by Congress, a giant $313 billion
measure funding labor, health and human
service programs, would provide the NIH
with $17.9 billion for fiscal 2000, a 15 percent
increase that exceeds the administration re-
quest by $2 billion.

But the bill, which will be considered by
the full Congress today, would require the
NIH to wait until the final days of the fiscal
year in September to use $7.5 billion of that
money. The tactic is aimed at limiting the
actual amount of money that the govern-
ment will spend at NIH in the current fiscal
year; the plan would essentially roll over $2
billion of spending to next year.

The Clinton administration warned that
the move would seriously hamper research
efforts and impose significant administrative
burdens on NIH, and congressional Demo-
crats complained that it was yet another
step eroding GOP credibility on budget mat-
ters.

But Senate Appropriations Committee
Chairman Ted Stevens (R-Alaska) said Con-
gress was justified in its use of accounting
‘‘devices’’ to cope with emergencies and
pressing budget priorities that exceeded
what Congress had previously set aside to
spend this year.

The various devices are crucial to the
GOP’s campaign to pass all 13 spending bills
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for the fiscal year that began Oct. 1 without
appearing to dip into surplus revenue gen-
erated by Social Security taxes. GOP leaders
last night put the finishing touches on an
unwieldy package that includes both the
labor-health-education bill, the District of
Columbia spending bill and proposal for a
roughly 1 percent across-the-board spending
cut.

Democrats maintain the ‘‘mindless’’
across-the-board cuts would ‘‘devastate’’
some agencies, hurt programs for mothers
and children, and trigger large layoffs in the
armed services. But House Majority Whip
Tom DeLay (R-Tex.) said accusations the
cuts would hurt defense were ‘‘nothing but
hogwash.’’ He said the criticism was coming
from ‘‘the same officials who have sat by
idly as the president has hollowed out the
armed forces.’’

President Clinton has vowed to veto the
huge package, as he has three other bills,
and there is no way the two sides can reach
agreement before a midnight Friday dead-
line. With neither side willing to provoke a
government shutdown, the administration
and Congress will agree on a third, short-
term continuing resolution to keep all the
agencies afloat while they continue negotia-
tions.

While the Republicans and the White
House are relatively close in negotiating
overall spending levels, there are serious dif-
ferences over how to spend money to reduce
class sizes, hire additional police officers and
meet a financial obligation to the United Na-
tions, as well as disputes over environmental
provisions in the bills.

Meanwhile, figures out yesterday showed
that the federal government ran a surplus of
$122.7 billion in fiscal 1999 (which ended Sept.
30), the first time the government has re-
corded back-to-back surpluses since the Ei-
senhower administration in 1956–57.

The 1999 surplus was almost double the 1998
surplus of $69.2 billion, which was the first
since 1969. While the 1999 surplus was the
largest in the nation’s history in strict dol-
lar terms, it was the biggest since 1951 when
measured as a percentage of the economy, a
gauge that tends to factor out the effects of
inflation.

All of the surplus came from the excess
payroll taxes being collected to provide for
Social Security benefits in the next century.
Contrary to an earlier estimate by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the non-Social Se-
curity side of the federal government ran a
deficit of $1 billion, money that was made up
from the Social Security surplus.

The drafting of the labor-health-education
spending measure dominated the action be-
hind the scenes on Capitol Hill yesterday.
The House has been unable to pass its own
version, so House and Senate negotiators
worked out a final compromise in con-
ference.

The $313 billion compromise exceeds last
year’s spending by $11.3 billion and includes
more money for education, Pell Grants for
college students, NIH, federal impact aid for
local communities, the Ryan White AIDS re-
search program and community services
block grants than the administration had re-
quested.

While the bill provides $1.2 billion for class
size reduction, the Republicans insist local
school districts be given the option for using
the money for other purposes while the
White House would mandate the money for
hiring additional teachers.

Republicans also were claiming $877 mil-
lion in savings by using a computer database
of newly hired workers to track down people
who defaulted on student loans. The non-
partisan CBC said the idea would only save
$130 million, but Republicans are using a
more generous estimate used by Clinton’s
White House budget office.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, hav-
ing gotten the record made, the point
is that it is not as easy as my distin-
guished colleagues from New York and
Delaware, the leaders on this par-
ticular measure, have painted it. When
you see that you are running deficits
now of $127 billion, when you see that
the trade deficit is widening, when you
see that, according to an article, we
were consuming faster than we were
producing, then you can see trouble on
the horizon.

I refer to this morning’s Financial
Times, page 4: ‘‘Widening Trade Gap
Raises Fear For Dollar.’’

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WIDENING TRADE GAP RAISES FEARS FOR
DOLLAR

(By Christopher Swann)
Fears of a slide in the US dollar have

haunted global currency markets for several
months now. The dollar was granted a re-
prieve last week following better than ex-
pected August trade figures. But many ob-
servers believe it is only a matter of time be-
fore the dollar succumbs to mounting trade
imbalances.

As the US current account deficit has in-
creased, concerns have intensified that inter-
national appetite for dollar assets will soon
be exhausted, leaving the US unable to fund
its trade shortfall with the rest of the globe
and precipitating a sharp drop in the cur-
rency. That could imperil the US economy’s
run of rapid non-inflationary growth.

However, some economists point out that
the high level of long-term foreign direct in-
vestment should spend the dollar from the
threat posed by the current account deficit,
expected to reach $320bn in 1999.

Optimists argue that the growing impor-
tance of foreign direct investment, as US
companies become the target of foreign
takeovers, means much of the capital now
flowing into the US may be relatively slow
to leave.

Foreign direct investment (FDI), into the
US is booming, with BP’s take-over of
Amoco, Daimler’s take-over of Chrysler and
Vodafone’s takeover of AirTouch the most
high profile examples.

New inflows of FDI reached $60.5bn in 1998,
a record sum which covered about a third of
the US current account deficit. And this
year, net FDI has already eclipsed last year’s
figure, with $83.5bn pouring into the US in
the second quarter alone. In the fourth quar-
ter of 1998 and the second quarter of 1999, net
FDI flows were stronger than shorter-term
portfolio inflows and indeed exceeded the en-
tire current account deficit. The long-term
nature of these flows reduces the prospect of
a sudden balance of payments crisis, says Ian
Morris, US economist for HSBC in New
York.

‘‘If a current account problem develops
there is a breathing space for the authorities
to correct the imbalances rather than have
financial markets force it on them in an ab-
rupt and possibly catastrophic manner,’’ he
argues.

The big question for the dollar is whether
this surge in foreign direct investment can
be maintained.

Paul Meggyesi, senior currency strategist
at Deutsche Bank in London, thinks it can.
The deep-seated structural advantages en-
joyed by the US in areas such as technology
and labour market regulation, he argues,

should ensure that FDI continues at a
healthy rate.

‘‘This is particularly true in the tech-
nology field, with the US accounting for 74 of
the top 100 information technology compa-
nies, compared to only 5 per cent in Europe.
It would not be surprising if European com-
panies try to close the gap by taking over or
merging with US businesses,’’ he says.

But the bare facts are alarming. The cur-
rent account deficit, expanding at about 50
per cent a year over the past two years, is
now at its highest level since at least the end
of the civil war as a proportion of GDP. And
the family silver can only be sold once. Few
believe that the US economy can rely indefi-
nitely on the sale of assets to cover the cur-
rent account shortfall.

Mr. Morris calculates that funding the ex-
pected $375bn deficit in 1999 from FDI alone
would mean selling the equivalent of Intel,
the third largest company in the Standard
and Poors 500 index.

And if present trends continue until 2001,
assets equal in value to Microsoft, the larg-
est company in the US, would have to be sold
to cover the deficit.

In reality, over the medium term FDI is
unlikely to be anywhere near 100 percent of
the current account shortfall, leaving much
to come from more fickle portfolio flows.
‘‘While the high proportion of long-term cap-
ital flows provides some comfort for the dol-
lar, it is likely to prove inadequate,’’ argues
Avinash Persaud, head of global research at
State Street.

When US shares offered an unrivalled 20
percent annual returns it seemed the US
would have no trouble attracting sufficient
portfolio inflows. With US share prices fall-
ing and returns picking up in the economies
of Japan, the euro-zone and the UK, competi-
tion for international capital is becoming
more intense.

‘‘The safe haven portfolio flows which en-
tered the US during the global crisis at the
end of 1998 now have other alternative
homes. It will prove much more difficult for
the US to finance its deficit in 1999 than it
was in 1998,’’ says Mr. Persaud.

Most agree that this will cause the dollar
to grind lower, removing one of the main in-
gredients in the US’s high rate of non-infla-
tionary growth. Higher interest rates and
weaker stocks may well be the consequence.

Some analysts believe that the dollar’s 16
percent fall against the yen since this year’s
peak in May merely marks the start of a pe-
riod of general weakness in the US currency.

But the dollar has so far proved relatively
resilient against other currencies and may
well keep the market on tenterhooks for
some time yet.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, there
it says:

A slide on the U.S. dollar has haunted
global currency markets for several months
now.

It says:
The dollar was granted a reprieve last

week following better-than-expected August
trade figures. But many observers believe it
is only a matter of time before the dollar
succumbs to mounting trade imbalances.

It is going up over $300 billion.
As the U.S. current account deficit has in-

creased, concerns have testified that inter-
national appetite for dollar assets will soon
be exhausted, leaving the U.S. unable to fund
its trade shortfall with the rest of the globe
and precipitating a sharp drop in the cur-
rency. That could imperil the U.S. econo-
my’s run of rapid inflationary growth.

It goes on to say how we have had
foreign direct investment with, of
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course, the BP takeover of Amoco,
Daimler-Mercedes takeover of Chrys-
ler, and Vodafone’s takeover of
AirTouch.

It says:
The big question for the dollar is whether

this surge in foreign, direct investment can
be maintained.

But the bare facts are alarming. The cur-
rent account deficit, expanding at over 50
percent a year over the past two years, is
now at its highest level since at least the end
of the Civil War as a proportion of GDP. And
the family silver can only be sold once. Few
believe that the U.S. economy can rely in-
definitely on the sale of assets to cover the
current account shortfall.

Some analysts believe that the dol-
lar’s 16 percent fall against the yen
since this year’s peak in May merely
marks the start of a period of general
weakness in the U.S. currency.

What are we doing about this? We are
taking away the productivity. It is not
an increase in jobs. It isn’t any in-
crease at all. They are running and
spending it fast in the fabric plants.
But forget about the people working by
the sweat of their brow in the apparel
industry—such as the mother trying to
keep food on the table and get her chil-
dren through college.

We will pass all kinds of protections
for high tech companies. We even re-
pealed the State tort laws for some-
thing that can’t happen until the first
of next year. They want to do away
with the immigration laws for high
tech companies—the estate taxes, the
capital gains tax, and everything else
of that kind. They have all kinds of
benefits. I even saw an article about
creating a subsidy for boat manufac-
turers, so we can get more pleasure
yachts.

We have to increase the productivity.
We are losing the industrial backbone
of the United States of America.

What we are hearing is that this Sen-
ator and others do not understand that
the high-tech community is the engine
of this wonderful globalization, the en-
gine of this economic giant, the United
States of America. Not so at all.

There is a book called ‘‘In Praise of
Hard Industries’’ by Eamonn
Fingleton. We don’t put the book, of
course, in the RECORD.

But surely the United States has scored
some real successes in high-tech manufac-
turing in the 1990s? Yes—but far fewer than
even most experts realize. Perhaps the
strongest remaining American high-tech
manufacturer is Boeing. But even Boeing is
doing less well than it used to. Quite apart
from facing increasing competition from the
European Airbus consortium, Boeing has
been under considerable pressure from for-
eign governments to transfer jobs abroad,
and it has duly done so. As William Greider
has pointed out in his book One World, Ready
or Not, 30 percent of the components used in
Boeing’s 777 jet are made abroad. By com-
parison in the 1960s, Boeing imported only 2
percent of its components. Thus, Boeing, like
other erstwhile world-beating American
manufacturers, is rapidly becoming a ‘‘vir-
tual corporation’’ ever more dependent on
suppliers in Japan and elsewhere abroad for
its most advanced manufacturing needs.

I divert for a minute to say that was
the trouble we had in the gulf war. We

had to get panel displays from Japan in
order to get the weapons in order to
fight that war. We weren’t making
them anymore. Every time I put a
‘‘buy America’’ provision into the de-
fense bill—I serve on the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee—I get no,
you are a fruitcake. That is what Mike
Kelly calls those who are trying to pro-
tect trade.

Now I hear this morning that I am
going to start a depression and every-
thing else of that kind. You can’t talk
sense on this particular subject. But
the proof of the pudding is in the eat-
ing.

Let me quote again.
Meanwhile, despite all the talk of a renais-

sance in the American semiconductor indus-
try, there is acturally only one truly strong
American semiconductor manufacturer left:
Intel. Moreover. Intel’s success says little if
anything about its manufacturing prowess.
In fact, the company’s twenty-four-fold
growth in the fifteen years to 1997 has been
driven not by any fundamental efficiency
edge in production engineering but rather by
the company’s near-monopolistic franchise
in producing microprocessors for the domi-
nant ‘‘Wintel’’ standard in personal com-
puters.

In any case, Intel is just one company—and
judged by the all-important criterion of jobs,
not a particularly large one. At last count it
employed sixty-seven thousand people world-
wide—little more than one-sixth of IBM’s
peak workforce in the mid-1980s before its
domination of the computer industry col-
lapsed under pressure from the rising Wintel
standard. Moreover, Intel is not as advanced
as it appears. In fact, its Wintel chips are
based on an aging technology known as CISC
(complex instruction set computing). In the
last decade, CISC has been superseded by a
technology called RISC (reduced instruction
set computing). RISC chips, which are noted
for their use in such high-performance com-
puters as Sun Microsystems’ network serv-
ers, are made mainly in Japan.

Intel apart, there are few other semicon-
ductor manufacturers left in the United
States. This may seem surprising in view of
the fact that, according to such prophets of
America’s purported industrial renaissance
as Jerry Jasinowski, the United States has
now recovered strong leadership in semi-
conductors. He has reported that American
semiconductor makers boosted their global
market share from 40 percent in 1988 to 44
percent in 1993, and this supposedly has put
the United States back in the ‘‘top spot’’ in
the industry. After the big decline in Amer-
ica’s share in the first half of the 1980s, all
this seems like convincing evidence of a
comeback. But the truth is that his 44 per-
cent figure is bogus. It is based on highly
misleading statistical procedures that cat-
egorize most chips outsourced by American
companies from factories in East Asia and
elsewhere as ‘‘American’’! The only justifica-
tion for this bizarre statistical treatment is
that most such chips are made to American
designs and bear American brand names. But
that hardly means they are made in Amer-
ica. Even Dataquest, an information-indus-
try consulting firm that is the ultimate
source of data on world semiconductor pro-
duction, compiles its statistics on this basis.

Given the prevalence of such misleading
statistics, how do we gauge the true state of
American competitiveness? Again, there is
no substitute for international trade figures.
These indicate that the United States ran a
deficit of more than $3 billion with Japan
alone in semiconductors in 1997. Given Ja-

pan’s higher wage levels, therefore, it is
clear that the idea that the United States
has recovered world leadership in semi-
conductors is just another myth.

Mr. President, I want to yield in a
minute so other colleagues can address
the Senate. But I will come back be-
cause what you have is a situation
where that sandwich board they put up
with all of these industries, they are
all for the American worker. No; they
are all for money, profit. That is all
that those companies are for.

Let me quote page 32.
Since American labor is not represented in

American boardrooms, the real losers from
technological globalism have no say in the
matter. Moreover, workers’ interests count
for so little these days that American cor-
porate executives openly proclaim their
commitment to utopian globalism without
the slightest fear of embarrassment. The
pattern was memorably exemplified a few
years ago by a Colgate-Palmolive executive
who told the New York Times: ‘‘The United
States does not have an automatic call on
our resources. There is no mindset that puts
this country first.’’ A similarly outspoken
disregard for the interests of American labor
was apparent in a remark by NCR’s presi-
dent, Gilbert Williamson, some years ago
when he said: ‘‘I was asked the other day
about the United States’ competitiveness,
and I replied that I don’t think about it at
all. We at NCR think of ourselves as a glob-
ally competitive company that happens to be
incorporated in the United States.’’

That is the situation with Farley and
Fruit of the Loom, exactly what was
brought in issue fortuitously by Time
magazine when they put in the article
‘‘The Fruit of Its Labor—The Politics
of Underwear.’’ Fruit of the Loom
eliminated 17,000 jobs in Kentucky,
7,000 in Louisiana, moved to the Cay-
man Islands and I should put them on
one of those sandwich boards. Whoopee,
they are for this bill so that they can
make more money.

Who is looking at the welfare of the
American worker? Who is looking at
the industrial strength of the United
States? Who is looking at the economic
progress and security of the United
States of America?

One could not be for this particular
bill if one knew how it has been drawn
up. It does not even compare with
NAFTA. We cannot put an amendment
up because the tree is filled. They put
in what you might call fast track, no
amendments, and then they give their
friends the fruit of the tree. Senator
WELLSTONE, the Democrat, comes in
with an agricultural amendment that
is not to be allowed. But take the Sen-
ator from Missouri. When he comes
with a particular amendment on agri-
culture, the leader comes down and
finds that is relevant. We stop the
whole process and pluck the amend-
ment from the tree and put in your
friend’s amendment and they call that
‘‘procedure’’ in the world’s most delib-
erative body. It is the most undemo-
cratic procedure, unparliamentary
kind of procedure that could possibly
be contemplated. They ought to be em-
barrassed handling a measure this way.

However, there is no embarrassment
with this group. They know they can
pass this bill easily because they can
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breeze through the committee and ev-
erybody on the floor saying mollify,
unite. It used to be the ILGWU work-
ing the floor. I have been in it too long;
I understand the competition.

As a southern Governor, I don’t
blame the foreigners for saying we give
this benefit and give that benefit. That
is exactly what we did in South Caro-
lina. The Senator from Delaware says
they can get new jobs by learning new
skills. We do that in South Carolina.
We have brought in Hoffman-LaRouche
and BMW. They told me the only rea-
son they have come is because of the
technical training system I instituted
30 years ago. I know about skills, train-
ing, getting new jobs and new industry.
But we have had a net loss, in the last
4 years since NAFTA, of 12,000 jobs in
South Carolina.

In the campaign last year in the Gov-
ernor’s race, they were talking about
new jobs. I said: Add and subtract. You
are not announcing those that are leav-
ing and going down to Mexico. We had
United Technologies, the textile plants
and others take off down to Mexico. We
saw it starting then and it is mush-
rooming now.

We are being derided on the floor
talking about Smoot-Hawley and put-
ting up the bankers’ sandwich board
and saying: This is for the good of
America.

We are going to have to discuss this
a little bit longer.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

VOINOVICH). The Senator from Iowa.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this

morning Senator CONRAD offered an
amendment which I cosponsor. I ask
my colleagues to consider voting for
this amendment that will make the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
available for farmers as well as indus-
trial workers.

This program, trade assistance, is
being reauthorized in this legislation.
This amendment would expand it just a
little bit.

President Clinton, about a month ago
in an address spoke about one-third of
the jobs that have been created during
his administration have come as a re-
sult of opening foreign trade and all
the economic activity that takes place
because of foreign trade.

If we can have millions of jobs cre-
ated during this administration be-
cause we have had a 50-year history of
breaking down trade barriers between
countries, we have to conclude that the
liberalization of trade is good for
American workers and good for our
economy.

Free trade has produced many win-
ners in our economy. This has been
true since 1947 when the United States
and just 22 other countries created the
regime for liberalized trade we have
been under since 1947 called the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

Since 1987, we have had eight series—
sometimes they are called rounds—of
multilateral trade negotiations to
break down these barriers. These mul-

tilateral trade negotiations have liber-
alized trade in many sectors. Tens of
thousands of tariffs have been
scrapped. Many nontariff trade barriers
have been eliminated. Others have been
sharply reduced.

The result of 50 years of trade liberal-
ization has meant the creation of enor-
mous wealth and prosperity and, as I
have said, millions of new jobs, one-
third of the new jobs created just in
this decade. But whenever you have a
free market economy, probably even
when you have a regimented economy,
as the socialist countries have had,
there is always some adjustment in the
economy. There are some winners and
some losers; that is true in our econ-
omy, and it is true in the foreign trade
part of our economy.

For this reason, more than 35 years
ago President Kennedy and the 87th
Congress thought it was only fair to
transfer some of the net gain from free
trade to injured workers or firms or in-
dustries or even entire communities.
The first U.S. Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Program was designed by
President Kennedy and authorized by
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to help
workers dislocated as a result of a Fed-
eral policy to reduce barriers to foreign
trade.

It is very important for the purposes
of our amendment and also the spirit of
the Trade Adjustment Assistance Act
to hear what President Kennedy, its
author, had to say about its intent and
scope:

I am recommending as an essential part of
the new trade program that companies,
farmers, and workers who suffer damage
from increased foreign import competition
be assisted in their efforts to adjust to that
competition. When considerations of na-
tional policy make it desirable to avoid
higher tariffs, those injured by that competi-
tion should not be required to bear the brunt
of the impact. Rather, the burden of eco-
nomic adjustment should be borne in part by
the Federal Government.

What President Kennedy said was so
important, and I emphasize, once
again, a small part of it:

Trade adjustment assistance should be
available for companies, farmers, and work-
ers.

In spite of President Kennedy’s belief
that farmers should be able to get re-
lief from trade adjustment assistance,
just like others who suffer from trade-
related job losses, the reality is, few, if
any, individual family farmers are ever
able to qualify for this program. Hence
the amendment by Senator CONRAD and
myself that is offered today to address
this inequity.

Senator CONRAD and I think it is only
fair that not only farmers be included
but fishermen be added to this group as
well. They are workers, they help put
food on our tables, and they have the
same problems under the current pro-
gram as farmers.

Our program will create a limited
new trade adjustment assistance for
farmers program. It will provide cash
assistance to farmers and fishermen
when the price of a commodity falls

sharply as a result of imports and
causes a farm’s net income to drop.
The formula ensures farmers will re-
cover a portion, but not all, of the in-
come lost due to import competition.

This is not an open-ended program.
Assistance is capped at $10,000 per
farmer and a total of $100 million per
year, and, of course, as must be under
the Budget Act, this Trade Adjustment
Assistance Program is paid for. In
order to qualify for this limited Trade
Adjustment Assistance Program, farm-
ers will have to consult with the
USDA’s Extension Service to develop a
plan for adjusting to the import com-
petition.

In about 5 weeks, the United States
will launch a new round of global trade
talks with 133 other WTO—World Trade
Organization—member countries. That
is an extension of the organization that
started out with 22 countries in 1947 for
this regime of liberalizing trade. In 5
weeks, these talks start.

Farmers have always been among the
strongest supporters of free trade be-
cause so much of what they produce is
sold in overseas markets. In fact, there
is an absolute necessity of selling over-
seas because, even in normal produc-
tion, we produce a third more than can
be domestically consumed. Profit-
ability and farming must come by sell-
ing the surplus overseas.

The income our farm families earn in
these foreign markets sustains our
economy and contributes greatly to
our national well-being. Farm support
for free trade cannot and should not be
taken for granted by the rest of the
people in this country who benefit from
free trade.

We are in the worst farm crisis since
the Depression of the thirties. Low
commodity prices are not caused exclu-
sively by import competition, and I do
not mean to imply that. In fact, it is
just the opposite. It is caused because a
lot of our markets overseas have been
hurt by the financial crisis that started
2 1/2 years ago in the Far East. But, of
course, in our complex economy, even
in our complex agricultural economy,
trade might be a contributing factor to
these historically low prices.

Through trade adjustment assist-
ance, we look after Americans who are
harmed by import competition but not
farmers. Through trade adjustment as-
sistance, we have looked after commu-
nities harmed by import competition
but not farm communities. Between
1979 and 1996, 12 trade adjustment as-
sistance centers in the United States
assisted about 6,130 firms with peti-
tions for trade adjustment assistance.
During this same 17-year period, these
centers assisted only 200 food growers
and processors, 200 firms in 17 years
that were nonindustrial. But these
firms were not individual family farms.
I am concerned that if we lose farm
support for free trade, it will be very
hard, and perhaps impossible, to win
congressional approval for new trade
deals when these negotiations conclude
among these 133 countries.
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Fairness, equity, common sense, and,

most importantly, the original intent
of President Kennedy’s program, all
tell us that farmers and fishermen
should and must be a part of the Trade
Adjustment Assistance Program.

So as Senator CONRAD did this morn-
ing, I strongly urge my colleagues to
support this important amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
f

ACROSS-THE-BOARD SPENDING
CUTS: IRRESPONSIBLE BUDGETING

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are
almost a month into the new fiscal
year and Congress still has not passed
an appropriations bill for the Depart-
ments of Education, Labor, and Health
and Human Services. The work of these
Departments touches the lives of near-
ly every American, yet the Republican
leadership has been unable to work out
an acceptable budget for them which
will enable them to carry out their re-
sponsibilities fully and effectively.

The majority has used an extraor-
dinary array of gimmicks, such as
bogus emergency spending designa-
tions, and an unprecedented level of ad-
vance fundings. But even those budg-
etary slights of hand were insufficient
to do the job.

They considered reneging on Con-
gress’ commitment to provide TANF
moneys to the States but backed off
under pressure from the Republican
Governors.

They proposed increasing taxes on
the working poor by changing the re-
imbursement rules for the Earned In-
come Tax Credit. Even the leading Re-
publican Presidential candidate de-
nounced that as ‘‘balancing the budget
on the backs of the poor.’’ Again, the
Republican leadership was forced to re-
treat from an outrageous proposal. The
fact that these cuts were even consid-
ered shows how out of control the
budget process is.

In desperation, the Republicans have
now proposed that we indiscriminately
cut all Government programs by 1 per-
cent across the board. In other words,
they would treat essential health and
education programs no differently than
special interest pork barrel projects.
They ignore the reality that some of
the programs are far more important
than others. This type of mindless cut
is an admission of total budgetary fail-
ure.

They pretend such a cut will not
have any impact on the programs, but
they are terribly wrong. The human
cost of such an across-the-board cut
would be very high. It would hurt many
of our most vulnerable people:

Some 5,000 fewer preschoolers in
Head Start;

2,800 fewer children in the child care
programs;

74,000 fewer babies receiving nutri-
tional supplements;

2,775,000 fewer meals brought to the
elderly and disabled;

120,000 fewer disadvantaged students
helped;

6,000 fewer job opportunities for
youth;

10,000 fewer work-study grants for
college students;

10,000 fewer children helped to read;
3,000 fewer children immunized;
20,000 fewer homes for low-income

families.
Each one of these is an unacceptable

price to pay for the Republicans’ in-
ability to produce a fair and fiscally
sound budget.

That was with a 1% cut. Now CBO
has made available to us a letter that
was sent to the Honorable JOHN
SPRATT, who is the ranking Demo-
cratic member of the Committee on
the Budget in the House, with copies
also to Mr. KASICH and Mr. DOMENICI.

The conclusion of these letters is
that the 0.97% cut that will be included
in the conference report, which perhaps
we will consider later, is going to be in-
sufficient, according to the latest cal-
culations of CBO, to avoid tapping so-
cial security funds this fiscal year.
Their estimate is, it would have to be
not 0.97 percent but a total of 5.8 per-
cent. If you were to eliminate defense,
military construction, veterans pro-
grams, it would be in excess of 11 per-
cent.

So here on this chart are the cuts
with 1 percent. And the CBO says, if
you are going to do the job and follow
the pathway that is being rec-
ommended by the Republican leader-
ship, it will have to be a 5.8 percent
cut.

So you can multiply all of the cuts to
programs needed by our most vulner-
able citizens by 5.8, which yields a
much more devastating impact. Those
are the circumstances we are in.

The fact is that the President and
the ranking Democrats on the various
committees say: Why don’t you go
back and cut out the pork you put in
and cut out the excesses you have
added, and send us something that is
responsible? Then we can have true ne-
gotiations.

But that isn’t the way the Repub-
lican leadership is moving. They are
just favoring across-the-board cuts,
which will cut valuable, helpful pro-
grams that are indispensable to needy
people, for infants and for children, for
education, and for health—the same
amount as the pork programs that
have been added by the Republicans.

These consequences are all the more
deplorable because they are unneces-
sary. President Clinton and the Demo-
crats here in Congress have proposed
fiscally responsible measures to keep
our hands entirely off Social Security
money even while we make the critical
investments needed to strengthen our
Nation in the coming year.

But the Republicans repeatedly said
‘‘no.’’ ‘‘No’’ to a cigarette tax that
would prevent teen smoking while pay-
ing for children’s health initiatives;
‘‘no’’ to making oil companies pay roy-
alties they owe the Federal Govern-

ment; ‘‘no’’ to reducing corporate wel-
fare; ‘‘no’’ even to military officers
when they ask to defer or delay pro-
grams the Republicans want in their
districts.

By consistently declining opportuni-
ties to reduce a balanced budget, Re-
publicans are on a course to raid Social
Security, regardless of this proposed 1
percent cut.

Why have Republicans proposed this
latest gimmick? To avoid using this
year’s Social Security surplus to pay
for this year’s Government spending,
they tell us. But what Republicans
don’t say is that the gimmicks they
have already voted for guarantee that
the Social Security money will be used
in the budget this year. That is what
the latest CBO report that has been
given to the leaders today has indi-
cated.

I have but one simple question for
anyone who would disagree: Where will
the money come from to pay for the
census, which Republicans have sud-
denly declared to be an emergency?
This money must be paid to contrac-
tors and staff this budget year, yet it
cannot be found anywhere except in
the Social Security trust fund.

By simply calling a $4 billion en-
tirely foreseeable program an ‘‘emer-
gency,’’ Republicans cannot escape the
fact that they will certainly spend So-
cial Security surpluses this year, re-
gardless of whether there is an across-
the-board cut. The census gimmick is
but one of many instances in which So-
cial Security funds have already been
spent by Republicans this budget year.
When all the smoke and mirrors pro-
duced by the Republicans are removed,
we can see that the true goal of their 1-
percent cut is not to preserve Social
Security surpluses but to gut Govern-
ment spending on core education,
health, and criminal justice programs.
Republicans in this Congress are re-
turning to the time of Speaker Ging-
rich when they proposed abolishing the
Department of Education, only now
they are dismantling it piece by piece.

Today’s Republicans have proposed a
$288 million cut for the Department of
Education—continuing their long-
standing assault on our children’s fu-
tures. Let’s not forget that when Re-
publicans first assumed the control of
Congress in 1995, their top agenda item
was to rescind $1.7 billion in education
funding that had already been enacted
into law by the Democratic Congress.
Then, in the first full funding cycle
subject to Republican control, their ap-
propriators in the House socked the
Department of Education with a $3.9
billion proposed cut—almost 20 per-
cent. They tried again in the budget
year 1997 when Senate appropriators
sought a $3.1 billion cut to the Presi-
dent’s request for education programs.

Democrats in the Congress, together
with President Clinton, successfully re-
sisted each one of these Republican
cuts in education.

So since 1997, Republicans have
sought more modest education cuts of
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$200 million or more below the Presi-
dent. Today’s proposed $288 million cut
is consistent with the Republicans’
longstanding goal of decreasing sup-
port for education. It is wrong. It is
shortsighted. It is not what the Amer-
ican people want or deserve.

Of course, Senator NICKLES and Rep-
resentative DELAY want us to believe
their 1-percent cut won’t hurt a bit. It
might not hurt the oil companies they
want to protect from paying full royal-
ties to the Government this year, but
it will hurt the real people I described
when I listed some effects of their pro-
posed cut. The cut might not affect the
tobacco companies, now that the Re-
publicans have rejected President Clin-
ton’s plan to raise cigarette taxes, but
it will hurt those who rely on the pro-
grams Republicans want to cut.

In conclusion, I want to just point
out—on this other chart—what the cur-
rent situation is with regard to the
Head Start Program.

Today, we have, for the Early Head
Start Program, only 1 in 100 eligible
children who are actually enrolled.
This is what the Carnegie Commission
and virtually all recent studies show is
probably the wisest investment of
funds of any other Government pro-
gram because these are the earliest
years of confidence building among
children. And as all of the research has
demonstrated, the earliest intervention
in these years, in the first, second,
third, and fourth years of life, has
enormous consequences in the child’s
cognitive development and future edu-
cation. Only 1 in 100 eligible children
are presently enrolled in Early Head
Start. In the Head Start Program,
which has been tried and tested, evalu-
ated and strengthened and improved,
only 2 in 5 eligible children are en-
rolled now; 3 out of 5 are financially el-
igible, and cannot enroll in the pro-
gram.

The Child Care Development Block
Grant program only assists 1 in 10 eli-
gible children. Education for the dis-
abled, only 1 in 4 eligible children are
assisted. This is the current situation.
It is against that background we are
going to see tens of millions, hundreds
of millions of dollars in reduction in
those programs because the Republican
leadership, over the course of the year,
have added a lot of boondoggle pro-
grams of their own in these other ap-
propriations.

I indicated what those reductions
would be if they were going to be 1 per-
cent. Now we know it is going to be 5.8
percent, according to the CBO.

The proposed cut is wrong. It is an
abdication of their duty to state what
they believe the nation’s priorities
should be. It is irresponsible. I hope our
colleagues would vote in the negative
on this.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield.
Mr. REID. I ask my friend from Mas-

sachusetts, is he aware, in addition to
this latest scheme—that is what I call

it—this across-the-board cut, in this
one-a-week program the Republicans
have come up with, they also wanted to
do a number of other things, such as
extend the year a month? Are you fa-
miliar with that?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am.
Mr. REID. That didn’t sell very well.

Are you aware it was determined even
by the very conservative Wall Street
Journal they had two sets of books
they were trying to keep in an effort to
hide the spending of Social Security
moneys? Is the Senator aware of that?

Mr. KENNEDY. I remember the dis-
cussion on the floor, an article by Mr.
Rogers, I think. It was an excellent ar-
ticle and a very accurate one. It was
included in the RECORD. I hope our col-
leagues will read that.

Mr. REID. In addition to having two
sets of books, in addition to extending
the year another month, as my friend
from Illinois has said—that is great,
because in doing that, we will never
have a Y2K problem; we just keep add-
ing months to the year—are you aware
also that the earned-income tax credit,
the program Ronald Reagan said was
the best antiwelfare program in the
history of this country, they tried, as
one of their schemes, to take that
money away from the working poor in
America so they could balance their so-
called budget? Is the Senator aware of
that?

Mr. KENNEDY. I was aware of it. The
particular need for that program is to
provide help and assistance for low-in-
come working families who have chil-
dren. This is basically the children.
That program benefits the children of
working poor, to try to give some as-
surance they will at least have some
measure of quality of life. That was the
program targeted by the Republican
leadership in the House of Representa-
tives to be undermined, that program
and the resources in that program, in
order to offset the other benefits they
had given to their special projects.

Mr. REID. As part of their scheme-of-
the-week program to have this blue
smoke and mirrors, is the Senator also
aware—I know he answered this ques-
tion, as he so aptly pointed out—that
now they want an across-the-board cut,
saying they want to eliminate waste
and fraud, but that across-the-board
cuts are indiscriminate; it doesn’t go
to any one pocket; it cuts programs
across the board? Is the Senator aware
of that?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. It does not, for example,
even give the military, give the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the commanders, the range of options
they could have in order to meet their
responsibility. We are up to 270-odd bil-
lion dollars in terms of defense appro-
priations; 1 percent is $2.7 billion. As a
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, we heard from the Joint Chiefs
that it would be a devastating cut in
terms of personnel and in terms of
readiness. They don’t give the flexi-
bility to any of the administrators to

be able to do it. They are just man-
dating the requirement right across
the board. That is the most inefficient
way of doing it.

Mr. REID. I ask the Senator, is he
aware that instead of their scheme of
the week, they have now done two
schemes this week? So maybe next
week they will use one of the old ones.
Is the Senator aware that one of the
latest schemes is to withhold money
from the National Institutes of Health
for 11 months of the fiscal year so all
the money comes in the 12th month? It
helps their bookkeeping. Is the Senator
aware of this scheme they are floating
around here?

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, I had heard
that, that they were going to hold
some $7.8 billion. Maybe they could,
with $1 billion, hold for some period of
time. NIH might be able to deal with
that. They are talking about $7.8 bil-
lion, effectively undermining the most
significant and important basic re-
search that is taking place any place in
the world at a time of extraordinary
possibility and breakthroughs in terms
of health, in order to fund a number of
military pieces of equipment that were
never requested by the military and
other special projects that were never
requested by the administration. They
don’t want to cut those out, but they
want to tamper with the greatest re-
search center in the world, which is the
NIH, doing so much on so many of
these diseases that affect every family
in America, whether it is cancer,
whether it is on the issues of Alz-
heimer’s, whether Parkinson’s disease,
you name it, lupus, whatever it is,
osteoporosis that affect our senior citi-
zens. They are tampering with those
funds. I have seen a lot of shenanigans
in the budgeting of the Federal budget,
but I would certainly agree with the
Senator that tampering with the NIH
funds in the way this is done would
have a dramatic adverse impact in our
whole basic research programs at the
NIH and would cause enormous harm. I
welcome the Senator’s observation, be-
cause, if there weren’t other problems
in this report, that in and of itself
would justify the rejection of it.

Mr. REID. If the Senator is going to
yield the floor, I would like to claim
the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. I would like to ask the
Senator a question.

Mr. REID. I wanted to ask the Sen-
ator from North Dakota a question, but
please proceed. I have the floor, and I
yield to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the Senator will
yield, we have been going back and
forth. So please be short, if you can.
We want to have that comity continue.

Mr. REID. I ask my friend from
South Carolina, are we in a hurry
around here?

Mr. HOLLINGS. It is the comity and
not the time. Please talk until tomor-
row, when we vote.

Mr. REID. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts still has the floor then.
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Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I have the floor. We will

speak very shortly so the Senator from
Illinois can be recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from Illi-
nois should be recognized. If I could
ask forbearance, I wanted to ask the
Senator from Massachusetts a ques-
tion. Since he doesn’t have the floor,
let me at least propound the question.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
would like to have unanimous consent
to speak for a couple of minutes on our
departed colleague, John Chafee, after
which I have to preside. I will just take
a couple minutes.

Mr. REID. I say to the Chair, I am
happy to yield my time for 2 minutes
to the Senator from Illinois. I will re-
claim the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Illinois is
recognized.

f

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN
CHAFEE

Mr. FITZGERALD. I take this oppor-
tunity to express my great sense of
personal loss on the passing of our col-
league from the great State of Rhode
Island, John Chafee.

I have only been in the Senate for
under a year now. I got to know Sen-
ator Chafee while I was running for the
Senate about a year ago. Even in that
short period of time, I came to have
great admiration and respect for Sen-
ator Chafee. I can only imagine the
great sense of grief my colleagues and
others who have known him several
decades feel at his passing.

Of all the people I have known in my
lifetime, I have to say that Senator
Chafee had more of an aura of good-
ness, kindness, gentleness, and of
fineness than just about anybody I had
ever encountered in my life.

In many ways, he was a quintessen-
tial New Englander. He was modest; he
was often taciturn. He did not com-
plain about the health problems he had
in the last few months. In fact, he
didn’t wish to talk about that. He was
very hard-working. Others have spoken
about his distinguished career in the
Senate, as Governor of Rhode Island,
and as our Secretary of the Navy. But
for all of us who knew him personally,
he was a great and fine gentleman. He
embodied the best of his State, of his
region, of our country, and certainly of
this institution.

I just wanted to say now how much I
appreciated John Chafee for the warm
welcome he gave me as a freshman
Senator. I regret that I did not have
the chance to thank him while he was
still with us. We used to share the ele-
vator rides after we voted. We were on
the fifth floor of the Dirksen Building,
and we would be riding up to that top
floor together after practically every
rollcall vote in the Senate. I got to
know Senator Chafee quite well in the
last few months. He was always very

kind and interested in me as a fresh-
man. He was always offering to help.
When I took a trip earlier this year to
give a speech in Rhode Island, he want-
ed to know beforehand exactly where I
was going and my itinerary in his
State, and he quizzed me about it after-
ward.

He was a Theodore Roosevelt Repub-
lican who was concerned about the
preservation of our environment, en-
hancing it for future generations, and
he did a marvelous job as chairman of
the Environment Committee.

I express my condolences to his wife
Virginia, his five children, and most es-
pecially to his staff. Senator Chafee’s
office is right next door to my office in
the Dirksen Building. I know that he
had a very loyal staff who loved him
dearly. Many of his legislative assist-
ants had been with him for 10 years or
more, which bespeaks the sense of loy-
alty and affection they had for him. I
know they have suffered a great loss,
and we extend our condolences to
them. John Chafee will be missed by
me and by all of us in the Senate and
by the great State of Rhode Island and
by our country.

I yield the floor.
f

SENATE AGENDA

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Nevada is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I extend my
appreciation to the Chair. I yield now
to the minority leader, with the agree-
ment that I will have the floor when he
completes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague, the assistant
Democratic leader, for his willingness
to allow me the opportunity to talk a
little bit more about why we are here.

We are stalled for one reason: The
majority leader has again, for the sev-
enth time now, filled the tree, pre-
cluding 45 Democrats from offering
amendments. That is why we are here.
And on two other occasions this year,
the majority leader preemptively filed
cloture on measures immediately after
calling them up—and then proceeded to
other business in order to prevent
amendments or debate. So nine times
so far this year, the majority leader
has said, well, we are going to decide
which amendments are offered, we are
going to decide which amendments are
passed, we are going to decide what
kind of role you as Senators ought to
have, and we will tell you that you are
not going to be able to offer amend-
ments. We are going to decide, in other
words, whether to gag you and to lock
you out of the legislative process to
which you were elected as a representa-
tive of the people.

It began on March 8, 1999, on the so-
called Education Flexibility Act. The
bill was offered, the majority leader
was recognized, and the tree was filled,
locking out every single Democrat

from their right to offer amendments
to the Education Flexibility Act.

He chose to do it again on April 22 on
the Social Security lockbox. He said:
We are going to have an up-or-down
vote, and it is going to be our lockbox
or none at all. We said: What about
Medicare? What about locking up the
Medicare trust fund? They said: No,
you can’t offer that amendment; we are
going to fill the tree and preclude you
from offering amendments on the So-
cial Security lockbox. And, again, the
issue was shelved.

On April 27, 1999, the Y2K Act, an ex-
tremely complex and very difficult
issue, the majority leader came to the
floor and filled the tree, precluded
Democratic amendments, and said it is
take it or leave it.

April 30, again he apparently tries to
make the point that Social Security
lockbox is important to Republicans—
as long as Democrats don’t have the
opportunity to offer an amendment.
Again, we said: We would like to offer
an amendment on Medicare. Again, our
Republican colleagues said: It is our
bill or no bill. At that point, it went
from becoming the Republican lockbox
to, as our colleague from Maryland,
Senator MIKULSKI, said this morning,
the Republican ‘‘squawk box.’’

On June 15, 1999, the ‘‘squawk box’’
was debated again. Again, the majority
leader offered the bill, filled the tree,
precluded Democratic amendments,
and the lockbox was shelved.

On July 16, Republicans used the
‘‘squawk box’’ approach again, claim-
ing to be interested in getting the bill
passed, precluding Democratic amend-
ments on Medicare.

On June 16, in a similar situation,
they did it again. They called up a
House bill, the Social Security and
Medicare Safe Deposit Act, filed clo-
ture, and went off the bill to other
business. And then, on September 21,
the most recent effort by the majority
leader and the majority to lock out
Democratic amendments, they brought
up the bankruptcy reform bill, filed
cloture, and moved on to another bill,
precluding Democratic amendments.

I only recite the litany of occasions
when the majority leader filled the
tree in order to make clear how objec-
tionable this coercive tactic really is.
For those who are not familiar with
parliamentary jargon, ‘‘filling the
tree’’ is a procedure that the leader can
use to offer multiple amendments and
thereby fill all of the available amend-
ment slots that a bill has under the
Senate rules, precluding any Senator
from offering an amendment. That is
what filling the tree is all about. To-
gether with the practice of preemp-
tively filing cloture, which has the
same effect, it has been done now on
nine separate occasions. The sad thing
about it being done on this bill is that
it plays right into the hands of the op-
ponents of the legislation.

The opponents are very grateful to
Senator LOTT and the majority for fill-
ing the tree because it certainly makes
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it easy. It turns the issue away from
whether or not one supports CBI to
whether or not one supports a Sen-
ator’s right to be a full participant in
this Senate Chamber on this or any
other bill. It ceases to become sub-
stantive and becomes a matter of indi-
vidual Senator’s rights.

Well, because I want this bill passed
so badly and because I know it is one of
the highest priorities for the adminis-
tration, because I think this legislation
has languished too long, because I
think there is a real chance we can get
this legislation passed and signed into
law, going into conference with our
House colleagues, I made an offer yes-
terday that was unprecedented since I
have been leader. I said to the majority
leader that if he would agree to allow
us to offer on other legislation some of
the amendments contemplated on this
legislation, I would be prepared to
work with him to table amendments on
this bill. That is remarkable. It wasn’t
without a great deal of concern for pro-
tecting Senators’ rights that I offered
this latest proposal.

I draw a distinction between pro-
tecting a Senator’s right to offer an
amendment and supporting whatever
amendment a Senator chooses to offer.
I might not support an amendment on
this particular bill, as important as
some of these issues might be, but I
will fight to protect every Senator’s
right to offer it. But there is a very im-
portant caveat here, and I think it
needs to be emphasized. I insisted that
we must have the opportunity to at
least offer these amendments on an-
other bill.

We have to have an opportunity, for
example, to offer minimum wage on
the bankruptcy bill when it comes up.
The majority leader again said no. The
problem, as we have said on so many
occasions, is that there are those on
the majority side who want this Senate
to be a second House of Representa-
tives. They want this body to act and
to proceed as if it were the House of
Representatives. That is the problem.

The amazing irony is that our Repub-
lican colleagues never dreamed of ask-
ing for this kind of procedural con-
straint, this kind of enslaved approach
to legislation, when they were in the
minority. They had no trouble offering
extraneous amendments that were not
necessarily relevant to a particular bill
when they were in the minority. Of
course not. The amazing thing is
Democrats did not insist on a proce-
dural constraint of the magnitude our
Republican colleagues are now de-
manding.

Why? Because we had the confidence
when a bill came to the floor that we
would have a good debate, we would
take all comers, we would table amend-
ments that we didn’t support, and we
would offer second-degree amendments
that we thought would be approved. We
used all of the tools available to us.
And this Senate acted like a Senate.

This Senate isn’t acting like a Sen-
ate today. This is a sham. This is a ter-

rible excuse for this body. This should
not happen. We should not have to
come pleading for the right to do what
we were elected to do. And it happens
over and over—almost once a month
this year.

I am telling you, we are losing some
of the institutional tradition here. We
are seeing the erosion of an extraor-
dinarily important body and the rights
incorporated within that body. Who
today could, without smiling, argue
that this is the most deliberative body?
Who could say with a straight face,
yes, this is still the world’s most delib-
erative body? I daresay no one could
say that. There is nothing deliberative
about the Senate today. They want to
make this a legislative assembly line.
You take something up, you vote it up
or down, and you move it along.

I am surprised we don’t have a con-
veyor belt somewhere on the lower part
of the floor where we just kind of say
yes and no, yes and no, as bills on the
conveyor belt come through—no de-
bate, no deliberation; let’s move them
out.

This isn’t what our Founding Fathers
expected of us. They expected more.
They put the rights in the hands of
Senators to say: No, let’s slow down on
the legislation; or, I want to be able to
offer an amendment. And I don’t care
whether it is a farm bill to a peace
treaty. We want to have the oppor-
tunity to deliberate in the most delib-
erative body. Rubber stamping doesn’t
work around here. We have only had a
handful of amendable vehicles—just a
handful.

The response from the majority lead-
er to my offer suggests that there may
never be another amendable vehicle in
this session of Congress—with no
amendments on this bill, no amend-
ments on any other bill. That is what
the Republicans want. The results of
doing business this way is remarkable.

We talk about a legislative landfill. I
am telling you, I have never seen a leg-
islative landfill of the magnitude we
have today. We keep throwing bills
into the legislative landfill, and that
landfill keeps getting larger.

This has been the biggest legislative
graveyard I have seen since coming to
Congress. Republicans get elected to
prove government doesn’t work, and
they prove it every day. When they are
in control, they prove that government
doesn’t work because they don’t want
it to work. They don’t want minimum
wage. They don’t want a Patients’ Bill
of Rights. They don’t want good gun
legislation. They don’t want a Medi-
care prescription drug bill. They don’t
want legislation that moves this coun-
try forward. They don’t want it. They
don’t want to admit it. They ought to
admit it.

We are not going to be a part of this.
We are going to stick up for our rights.
We are going to amend legislation
when it comes to the floor. We are
going to go back into that legislative
landfill and one by one we are going to
recycle, because I am telling you that

is what this Senate and this country
needs. We are going to recycle the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights until it is done
right. We are going to recycle min-
imum wage. We are going to recycle
the gun legislation. We are going to re-
cycle farm legislation. We are going to
recycle every single bill the Repub-
licans insist on burying, and we are
going to keep coming back because
that is what we were elected to do.
That is what we are going to do. That
is what we believe in doing.

I have to say I am disappointed. I am
about as patient a person as I think I
can be, but I lose my patience, and I
get angry and frustrated at the level of
duplicity and the extraordinary encum-
brances that the majority demands of
this body each and every day we legis-
late. This is wrong.

I am not proud to be in the Senate
when I can’t legislate as a Senator. I
am not proud when we tear away the
pillars of the Senate institution. I am
not proud when I can’t go to the public
and say, yes, I am one of the 100 Mem-
bers of the greatest deliberative body
in the world. I am not proud about
that. For however long I am here, I
would like to be proud of the fact that,
as a Senator, I lived up to the tradi-
tions and the practices and the ex-
traordinary honor that comes with
being a Senator. But that isn’t hap-
pening today.

I left the House of Representatives 12
years ago for a good reason. I thought
I could do more here. I thought I could
play a bigger role here. I thought the
Senate was where a Senator could real-
ly legislate. It was true in 1987. It was
true in 1992. It was true all the way up
until recently when slowly but most
assuredly date by date, bill by bill, in
filling the tree and using other devices,
this majority leader said no. No. We
are going to be a House of Representa-
tives. Forget regular order. Regular
order says you can offer amendments.
We are not going to have regular order
in the Senate. We are going to have
narrow order, or no order at all, as the
case may be.

What order is there when Senators
can’t offer amendments and we are sty-
mied for 2 days? Do you realize how
many bills we could have finished, or
how many amendments we could have
finished in just the last couple of days?
We probably could go to final passage
with the number of Senators who sup-
port this legislation by the end of the
week. But here we are stymied once
again.

We haven’t passed the Social Secu-
rity lockbox. That is part of the legis-
lative landfill because we have filled
the tree.

We haven’t been able to pass any-
thing where the majority leader has
filled the tree until he has torn the
tree down. That is the case here as
well.

We will never let this legislation pass
if we can’t offer an amendment, not be-
cause we don’t support it—I strongly
support it—but because I also even
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more strongly support the right of
every single Senator to be partners in
the legislative process.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DASCHLE. I would be happy to
yield to the Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my leader for
his comments and his spirit because it
is the spirit we need in this country,
which is the can-do spirit. We can take
care of the people’s business, even if it
is difficult for my friend. I know it is
because I know the kind of goodness he
has in his heart. This isn’t his favorite
moment to come down to the floor and
have to express his feelings of dismay
and his anger, frankly. My friend listed
bills that are in the landfill, the grave-
yard. I want to ask the Senator about
three other issues that I think are in
danger of joining in that Republican
graveyard: The 100,000 teachers, the
100,000 police, and decent, qualified
judges who have been waiting for years
to get a vote.

I wonder if my leader would comment
on those three areas, as well.

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from
California puts her finger right on the
issues I omitted, and rightfully so. One
year ago, we all had a bipartisan agree-
ment and celebrated the fact we were
going to reduce class size. How ironic it
is now, after all the celebration, that
in just 12 months Republicans have had
a change of heart. Now, apparently,
class size is no longer an issue. Now,
apparently, it is OK to have kids in
classrooms with 35, 40, 50 children. It
doesn’t matter. The Senator is right
about that.

The Senator is also right about
judges. I don’t know how anyone can
look Judge Paez in the eye and say he
got a fair deal. I don’t know how Mem-
bers tell anybody who has had to wait
for more than 3 years that this system
is fair. I don’t know how Members tell
the Hispanic community we are being
equally as fair with them as we are
with all non-Hispanic judges when that
simply is not true. If one is in a minor-
ity, that person has a bigger contest in
getting confirmed. That is a fact. I
won’t deal with all the perceptions
that creates, but it is wrong. Hispanic
or non-Hispanic, African American or
non-African American, woman or man,
it is wrong not to have a vote on the
Senate floor.

What are they afraid of? What are
they afraid of? What is wrong with a
vote? There is something wrong in our
system when somebody has the right to
tell somebody who is willing to commit
him or herself to public service that we
are going to make that person wait 31⁄2
years just to get a vote. We are not
going to tell them what is wrong. We
are not going to say if there is some-
thing wrong in their background. We
are not going to debate whether they
have qualifications or not. We are
going to make them wait, and hope-
fully they will go away. Hopefully,
they will go away.

What does that say? What does that
say about the intentions of people on

the other side? Go away. Don’t make
any noise.

That is wrong. That is worse than a
legislative landfill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. I commend the Sen-
ator for his very eloquent and accurate
assessment of what has happened to
this institution. I have been here for
some period of time, and I say this is
absolutely a unique set of cir-
cumstances. The leader has, I think,
accurately described the current sys-
tem.

I think it is important, as our friend
from California pointed out, what it
means in terms of people’s lives. We
can talk about the tree and blocking
amendments, but let’s take one bill,
the Patients’ Bill of Rights.

This chart lists in white all the pro-
visions that were in the Senate bill,
which our Democratic leader managed
so well, and which was submitted in
the Senate. All of these provisions rep-
resent the best judgment of a bipar-
tisan commission set up by the Presi-
dent. They unanimously made these
recommendations. They had to be
unanimous in order to make the rec-
ommendations. They didn’t make the
recommendation to put them in law,
but they said: This is what is necessary
to protect the people. Or by the insur-
ance commissioners, that are neither
Democrat or Republican organizations;
or, in other instances, in Medicare.

This side of the chart represents
what happened in the House of Rep-
resentatives with a bipartisan group of
House Members, 68 Republicans and the
Democrats. These full dots indicate the
House of Representatives has effec-
tively agreed with the legislation ad-
vanced by the minority leader.

I ask, since this was a bipartisan pro-
gram and the leader had the over-
whelming support of the Democrats,
whether the Senator would not wel-
come the opportunity this afternoon to
go ahead and pass what was passed in
the House of Representatives so we
would not have the kind of cir-
cumstance we have every single day we
are delayed: 35,000 Americans delayed
or denied specialty care; 31,000 forced
to change doctors; 18,000 forced to
change medicine indications; 59,000
Americans with added pain and suf-
fering; 41,000 with a worsening condi-
tion; and 11,000 with permanent dis-
ability.

That happens every single day.
As I gather from what the leader has

said, the kind of legislative trapeze
that has been set up by the majority
leader denies this minority the oppor-
tunity to take action that can make a
difference in the lives of the families of
America. I think it is worthwhile, as
we talk and listen carefully to the Sen-
ator’s concerns, to know the result of
the inaction. Real families are being
hurt in America. They don’t have to be
hurt. Republicans and Democrats alike

got together to provide some protec-
tion, but this leadership in this body is
denying the American people the abil-
ity to receive the kind of protections
they should.

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from
Massachusetts is absolutely right. He
gave a perfect illustration of how they
are being hurt on health care. I think
he is also right that it is important to
try to put this in terms the American
people understand. This has to do with
more than just procedure. We are talk-
ing procedure, and sometimes I may
get too engrossed in my own proce-
dural frustration to try to ensure that
we talk about this in ways the Amer-
ican people fully understand.

If anyone out there today has been
ripped off by an insurance company or
has been denied care by a hospital or
doctor because they are being told by
the insurance company they cannot do
it, those people are affected by what is
happening this afternoon on the floor,
one of the thousands of people who
have been adversely affected by our in-
ability to have a good debate. Anyone
out there who has a child in a class-
room with 35 or 40 kids is affected by
what is going on right now.

If anyone out there has been affected
by some crime in the neighborhood be-
cause we haven’t fully funded the
COPS Program, then, by golly, those
Americans are affected dramatically
by what has happened right now. If
anyone is out there working at lousy
minimum wage and can’t make ends
meet, they are affected by what is hap-
pening right now because the other
side doesn’t want a minimum wage in-
crease—not this year, not ever. If they
did, they would have supported it a
long time ago. If anyone out there won-
ders why this is all going on, turn the
pages of the calendar back 2 weeks and
find out it was their side that defeated
campaign finance reform and we are af-
fected by what is happening right now.
Don’t let anybody out there, I don’t
care what issue, think this is not rel-
evant.

The assistant Democratic leader
probably made the best illustration. I
think our people are in greater danger
today than they have ever been before
to the exposure of greater nuclear pro-
liferation because of what the Senate
did 3 weeks ago. You are affected by it.
You are affected by it.

This is more than procedure. This is
what is going on here and how affected
we are by it. This has everything to do
with why we got elected in the first
place, because we wanted to come down
and fight for these issues. It is more
than whether we can offer an amend-
ment, it is whether we pass the amend-
ment. It is whether we do something
good for this country, for whatever
limited time we are here. That is what
this is about.

We came to fight. We came to fight
for the things in which we believe: A
better minimum wage, more teachers,
a good health care system, an end to
nuclear proliferation, a safer neighbor-
hood, a better minimum wage—things
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about which people today can only
dream. That is what we came to fight
for. There are opportunities for debates
about things; there ought to be.

We have to decide what kind of body
this is going to be. Those who wish for
the rules of the House ought to go to
the House. To understand the 200-year
tradition of the Senate, pull open this
drawer. I see some wonderful names,
names in some cases that have been
there for generations. These people, the
people in my drawer, fought for the
same things I am fighting for right
now. These people fought for health
care, these people fought for better
working conditions for families, these
people fought for a safer neighborhood,
these people fought for the arms con-
trol agreements of their day. They
fought. They were not handcuffed.
They were not gagged. They were not
confined to a legislative straitjacket.
They fought valiantly, and today we
sing their praises as the legislative
leaders and giants of old.

We want to fight. We want to be part
of this process. We want to be able to
pass this institution onto the next gen-
eration of Senators and say: Welcome
to the greatest deliberative body in the
world.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator from
South Dakota yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DURBIN. I want to make sure

those who are following this debate un-
derstand what we are talking about.
When we use terms such as ‘‘fill the
tree,’’ which we are talking about, we
are basically talking about a gag rule
here which says Members of the Senate
can’t offer amendments.

Some critics say: We know what you
mean; the old Senate filibuster. You
want to go on forever offering amend-
ment after amendment after amend-
ment so you can never get anything
done around here.

Can the leader on the Democratic
side tell us, have we offered to the Re-
publican side to limit the debate on the
amendments, to limit the number of
amendments, to require they be pub-
lished in the RECORD so we know the
parameters of the debate and so we
know it will come to an end at a cer-
tain time, we know there will be an up-
or-down vote? Has that been part of the
bargaining?

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from Il-
linois has raised an important ques-
tion. On the issue of bankruptcy, the
answer is absolutely yes.

My initial position on bankruptcy
was, we ought to have the opportunity
to offer amendments, relevant or non-
relevant. We ought to use regular
order—I should say that. We ought to
use the regular order of the Senate in
taking up a bill. That is what my sug-
gestion was.

The majority leader said: No, we can-
not do that.

So I said: What about offering at
least five amendments that may not be
directly related to bankruptcy but are
important to Democrats?

He said: No, we can’t do that.
I said: What about offering three

amendments that are important to
Democrats that may not be directly re-
lated to bankruptcy, requiring that all
Senators file all relevant amendments
prior to a certain time?

I am told now the majority leader
cannot do that.

So, inch by inch, step by step, the
majority wants to rob you and rob
every single Member on this side of the
aisle of your right to be a full partner
in the Senate.

We all want to be able to move legis-
lation. I will agree with some, disagree
with others. Ultimately, if the Senator
from Illinois is right and we are able to
close the gap on bankruptcy with some
good amendments, I will be supportive
of that legislation. I expect to be. But
I also expect you will have a right to
offer an amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator from
South Dakota yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I will yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator agree
with our former friend, late departed
Mike Synar, Congressman from Okla-
homa, who is quoted as saying: If you
don’t want to fight fires, don’t become
a fireman, and if you don’t want to
come to Congress and vote on tough
amendments, don’t run for the House
or Senate.

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from Il-
linois recalls and I recall our wonderful
colleague very well. No one was sharp-
er, more energetic, brighter, better
liked in our caucus in the House than
Mike Synar. He said that and a lot of
other truthful things. He was right.

It makes me wonder what people are
afraid of. What in the world are Sen-
ators afraid of, bringing up and debat-
ing an amendment? We used to do that
all the time. I can recall so many occa-
sions when we had to come down to the
floor and table an amendment that
might have had immediate popularity
but was not good for the country. We
did that. We tabled amendments. We
second-degreed them.

Again, I am getting into ‘‘beltway
speak’’ here, but the bottom line is, we
respected Senators’ rights to fight for
the things they cared about, to fight
for the things for which the people sent
them to fight.

The Senator from Illinois has done
that on an array of issues. Every Sen-
ator on this floor has come with a cer-
tain agenda and a belief they could
make a difference. But how do you
make a difference if you do not have a
voice? How do you make a difference
when you do not have an opportunity
to legislate? How do you make a dif-
ference when you are really shoved
back into the mentality and the con-
straints of the House of Representa-
tives when you are a Senator? That is
not what the people of our States and
this country sent us to do.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the distin-
guished leader yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
stand the distinguished leader takes is
one of a fundamental nature. It is one
of principle and not politics, and I am
in the best position to comment upon
it, for the simple reason, the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota fa-
vors the Finance Committee bill. He
would favor throttling me and getting
rid of me and having a quick vote. But
he understands, better than any, there
is more to the Senate than a gym-
nasium for political gymnastics where-
by, on parliamentary positions, you
can just cut everybody off.

I cannot see Senator Mansfield for a
second going along with this nonsense.
I could not see for a second Senator
Dirksen even suggesting it. There has
always been an unwritten rule of com-
ity and understanding and friendship
and the strength of feeling. Sometimes,
when Senators have that feeling, it is
respected by the other 99 Senators.

Here, the Senator from South Da-
kota, our minority leader, has been
very eloquent on the position taken as
a matter of principle. His politics are
otherwise. He could go along with Sen-
ator LOTT and say: The dickens with it,
fill up the tree, tomorrow we’ll vote,
we’ll have cloture, and this bill will be
over with, and everything else of that
kind.

But the opposite is the case. He has
taken a stand for the Senate majority
and minority. It is a Senate stand. I
commend him for taking it.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Senator
from South Carolina.

I know the assistant Democratic
leader has been very patient, waiting
to speak. For that reason, I yield the
floor.

Mr. REID. Before the leader leaves,
on behalf of the Democrats in the Sen-
ate and the people of the United States
of America, we congratulate and ap-
plaud his statement. The Senate stands
for what our Constitution was set up to
do. We are not the House of Represent-
atives. We are not elected every 2
years. We are to be a deliberative body,
and the leader spoke so well in that re-
gard. I, as I said for all Democrats and
for the country, respect and appreciate
his position.

I would like to ask a question of my
friend from North Dakota. I say to my
friend from North Dakota, does he re-
member—I see at least five Senators,
here coincidentally on the floor, all of
whom agreed to oppose the rush by the
Republicans to have a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. We
opposed that, the five of us on the floor
today: The Senator from California,
Mrs. BOXER; the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. KENNEDY; the Senator
from South Carolina, Mr. HOLLINGS;
this Senator; and the leader walking
out to his office.

Do you recall we all opposed the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget that was presented by the Re-
publican majority? Do you recall our
opposing that?
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Mr. DORGAN. In response to the Sen-

ator from Nevada, when we had the de-
bate in the Senate on the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, one of the questions we raised was
about writing into the Constitution of
the United States a practice of using
Social Security trust funds for the pur-
pose of balancing the budget; in other
words, taking trust funds that were
designated for Social Security, which
came from the taxpayers’ paychecks
and put into a trust fund, and using
them as other revenue, just as if it was
any other dollar of tax revenue. We
raised the question: Do you think it is
appropriate to weld into the U.S. Con-
stitution a practice as dishonest as
that? These are trust funds, after all.

Mr. REID. What was their answer to
that question?

Mr. DORGAN. Their answer was: We
insist on doing it this way; we demand
we change the U.S. Constitution by re-
quiring that Social Security trust
funds be counted as any other form of
revenue for the purposes of computing
our budget balance. We demand it, they
said.

One of the meetings was in this
Cloakroom, another back there, an-
other on the floor. We said: But that is
not an honest way of budgeting. If you
did that in private business—if you
have a company and you want to show
how much profit you made last year,
and in showing how much profit, you
want to bring your employees’ pension
moneys into the bottom line and say
that is the profit, if you do that, you
are going to get 10 years of hard time
in some prison.

We said: It is not appropriate to use
Social Security trust funds and cer-
tainly not appropriate to lock it into
the Constitution.

They said: We have to use them; it is
the only way we can balance the budg-
et. They said, back in the Cloakroom,
to Senator CONRAD and myself: We will
make a deal with you. We want to
write into the Constitution that we can
use the Social Security trust funds to
balance the budget, just as other reve-
nues, just take them out of the trust
funds and use them as other revenues,
and we will stop doing it in the year
2012.

Mr. REID. Does the Senator remem-
ber that was put in writing by one of
the Republican Senators?

Mr. DORGAN. The year 2012 was not
put in writing. We said that doesn’t
make any sense.

They have two stages of denial. First,
we are not using Social Security, they
said. Second, if we are, we will stop by
2012.

Then they said: If you don’t buy 2012,
we will actually put in this constitu-
tional amendment that we will stop
using the Social Security trust funds
in 2008. And that is what they put in
writing. I still have that deep in the
bowels of my desk somewhere with
their handwriting: We propose we stop
using Social Security trust funds by
2008, but we insist on the right to do it

until then. In fact, we want to put it in
the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. REID. Does the Senator recall
that the Senators on the floor offered
our own constitutional amendment to
balance the budget that said we want
to balance the budget the hard way,
the honest way, and we do not want to
use Social Security surpluses? We of-
fered that amendment and the Repub-
licans, all but two of them, voted
against it; is that right?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator is correct
on that. We offered that amendment, in
fact, on a couple of different occasions.
They wanted nothing to do with it.

The reason this is an important
issue, if I can respond to the Senator
from Nevada, is because we have the
majority party running television ads
across the country at the moment.

Mr. REID. I wanted to give a lead in
to my friend from North Dakota. North
Dakota is a State sparsely populated,
somewhat similar to Nevada. The State
of North Dakota has a single congres-
sional district; is that right?

Mr. DORGAN. That is correct.
Mr. REID. Republicans have been

running ads, I have been told, in that
congressional district, which is that
whole State, saying Democrats are bad
because we are using Social Security
surpluses to balance the budget. Are
they running ads like that? And if they
are, will the Senator from North Da-
kota comment on what is going on?

Mr. DORGAN. In our State and oth-
ers, the majority party is running ads,
and the ads are fundamentally dis-
honest. In political dialog, you have a
right to say what you want to say even
if it is fundamentally untrue. The ads
in North Dakota by the Republican
Party are saying the Democrats are
stealing, taking Social Security trust
funds, they are spending trust funds. In
fact, just the opposite is the case. It is
the majority party that is taking the
trust funds. They demanded they be
taken back in the debate on the con-
stitutional amendment. In fact, they
demanded the opportunities to take
them and put it in the Constitution.

They are doing it and denying they
are doing it and charging others. It is
akin to the big bully on the schoolyard
playground who blames somebody else:
No, ma, those aren’t my cigarettes; I
was holding them for two other guys
who were fighting. It is that approach.

Let me read a letter to the Senator
from Nevada from the head of the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

Mr. REID. Dated today?
Mr. DORGAN. Dated today.
Mr. REID. Will the Senator explain

for those within the sound of his voice
what ‘‘CBO’’ is?

Mr. DORGAN. The Congressional
Budget Office is an office that has his-
torically been a nonpartisan office. It
is supposed to be the scorekeeper. This
would be the referee keeping score on
numbers and budgets. What happened
previously—this is very interesting—is
the majority party wrote to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and they
said—

Mr. REID. The Republicans wrote; is
that right?

Mr. DORGAN. That is right. They
said they wanted to have certain di-
rected scoring adjustments. Let me
give an example of what is a directed
scoring adjustment. They were writing
to the Congressional Budget Office to
get comfort for what they were doing.
Directed scoring adjustment is, if I
went to an accountant and said: All
right, I want you to certify for me
what my checkbook balance is, but I
direct you not to count the last 10
checks I have written in determining
the balance. That is a directed adjust-
ment.

Or I say: I want you to tell me wheth-
er there are any hills on the Earth, and
for that purpose, will you assume that
the Earth is flat. That is a directed as-
sumption.

The Republicans used these directed
assumptions and said to CBO: Using
these directed assumptions, tell us, are
we in good shape?

CBO: Yes, using those assumptions,
you are in fine shape. Not using Social
Security money, you are in good shape.

This is what Mr. Crippin, the head of
CBO, says in response to Congressman
Spratt who wrote to him:

As you requested, these estimates reflect
the Congressional Budget Office’s assump-
tions and methodology and exclude these di-
rected scoring adjustments.

That is the little funny money put
in—

Mr. REID. The last 10 checks; they
can count everything.

Mr. DORGAN. Right. This is an hon-
est look. There are no games here; they
haven’t jimmied up the estimates on
the baseline based on a request by any-
body. Here is the honest look, and what
they say is: Having done your 13 appro-
priations bills, Republicans in Con-
gress, you have now spent $17 billion of
the Social Security trust funds this
year, and you will require a nearly 6-
percent, across-the-board reduction in
all spending—all spending—veterans’
health care, senior citizens, the WIC
Program for infants and low-income
women, the Head Start Program—you
will require a nearly 6-percent, across-
the-board cut in all spending in order
to avoid your continued use or
misspending of the Social Security sur-
plus.

This is today’s letter. I want to make
this point: Those who are spending the
money to put the dishonest ads on tele-
vision this afternoon in my State
ought to be ashamed of themselves.
They ought to be ashamed. They know
it is dishonest. This proves it is dis-
honest. But money in today’s politics
is speech. If money is speech, there are
a lot of speechless people in this coun-
try, and that is regrettable. But the
folks with the money can put a tele-
vision ad on and say down is up, black
is white, grass is purple—whatever
they want to say, and they can, as they
have done, ask somebody with directed
scoring adjustments, tell me my bank
balance if you don’t count the last 10
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checks; or tell me the Earth is flat if I
insist the Earth is flat in the assump-
tion.

They create a dishonest brand of pol-
itics in this country. Shame on those
who do it.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
North Dakota, what you are saying is
the majority party, the Republicans
who run this place—they have the ma-
jority, they are passing these appro-
priations bills—and the CBO has said
they have already used—they, the ma-
jority party who gets bills passed
here—they have used Social Security
surplus moneys this year and they are
running ads in the State of North Da-
kota and around the country saying
Democrats are using Social Security
money? The Senator has been very dis-
creet in his description. To me, where I
come from, that is a falsehood; that is
a lie; that is dishonest. Am I misinter-
preting what you have said?

Mr. DORGAN. No; the Senator has
stated it exactly as I said. Let me men-
tion one additional point that relates
to something about which the Demo-
cratic leader spoke.

One could say: Well, if you know this
to be true—we know it to be true by
the Congressional Budget Office
today—why don’t you do something
about it? Why don’t you bring an
amendment to the floor of the Senate?

The point is, we can’t bring an
amendment to the floor of the Senate.
The Senate is tied up, deliberately. We
have what is called a legislative tree
that has been created that would pre-
vent those on our side from offering
amendments.

If I might just take one additional
minute. I grew up in a town of 300 peo-
ple. We had an elderly widow in my
town, kind of a disagreeable elderly
widow. She had a huge crab apple tree
in her front yard. And she was dis-
agreeable enough to demand, although
she had so many crab apples—she could
have fed the whole town; they dropped
on the ground—she demanded that
children never pick her crab apples. So,
of course, we had to wait until after
dark to pick her crab apples. But she
was only disagreeable with those she
did not want to pick crab apples. Her
friends, she would usher them in, and
they would pick her crab apples.

I was thinking about the majority
leader today and the tree. It is kind of
like that disagreeable elderly woman
in my hometown. He says: I want to
create a tree here and decide—standing
right over there on the floor—who can
come in and pick the fruit from this
tree. By the way, that doesn’t include
anybody from the Democratic side of
the aisle—nobody. No one on that side
of the aisle is going to pick any of my
fruit.

Why? It is partisan. Everybody says:
Well, this is all partisan with you. It is
not partisan with us. It is partisan
with those who want to run the Senate
in a manner that says our friends are
going to have full opportunity to bring
their ideas to the floor of the Senate—

and, after all, that is the only currency
in this kind of institution: An idea, a
good idea. The majority leader will
say: The way I want to run the Senate
is my friends have an opportunity to
bring their ideas to the floor of the
Senate; and we are going to have votes;
but you in the minority will not, and
may not, have that opportunity.

That is why we cannot allow that to
continue. It is unforgivable to allow
that to continue.

Mr. REID. I direct a question to my
friend from California.

You have heard the dialog, the dis-
cussion, the colloquy between the Sen-
ator from North Dakota and the Sen-
ator from Nevada. I would like the Sen-
ator to comment on something that
was killed here a couple weeks ago, and
that is campaign finance reform. Why
is it needed? I would like the Senator
to comment on that. Especially in
light of all these false ads that have
been running all over this country, why
do we need campaign finance reform in
our country, which the Republicans
have killed?

Mrs. BOXER. I think one of the rea-
sons people are disillusioned today and
do not participate in the greatest de-
mocracy in the world is that they be-
lieve their voice does not count. They
believe money talks. And listening to
the debate we had on this floor, with
the Senator from Kentucky on their
side of the aisle leading that fight, I
am sure they have concluded they are
right. The Senator equates money with
speech. It was, to me, one of the sad-
dest debates I have ever heard around
here.

People do not vote, they do not par-
ticipate, because they believe they do
not count. Ordinary people, average
people, they can’t make the $1,000 con-
tribution, or the $5,000, or the $10,000,
or the $20,000 contribution, or, frankly,
the $100,000 and $200,000 contributions
of soft money that come into play here.

I think it was a very sad situation
when the Republicans, defying a major-
ity of this Senate—and we had a major-
ity vote for campaign finance reform—
took that piece of legislation and
threw it into the graveyard, along with
all the other things our Democratic
leader and our assistant Democratic
leader have talked about—all the im-
portant things: The HMO reforms, the
teachers, the policemen, the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, and a
number of other issues that they have
thrown into that graveyard, the last
one being campaign finance reform.

Mr. REID. We have been so impeded
in progress around here.

Does the Senator also recognize we
have done nothing with important en-
vironmental issues facing this country?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. I have been wait-
ing 3 days to see us get into a debate on
the things that matter to people—
things such as the minimum wage and
environmental protection.

Mr. REID. The minority leader has
mentioned, and the Senator from Cali-
fornia has just mentioned, minimum

wage. Does the Senator from California
understand that over 60 percent of the
people who draw minimum wage are
women, and of those 60 percent, for 40
percent of them that is the only money
they get for their families? So, in
short, would the Senator agree that
the people who need minimum wage
are not teenagers at McDonald’s flip-
ping hamburgers?

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. My friend
is right. We held a number of press con-
ferences before the last increase of the
minimum wage—which now seems like
history, it was so long ago—where we
brought that point out that 60 percent
of the people on minimum wage are
adult women who are supporting their
families. They work very hard. If they
work full time at a minimum wage job,
I say to my friend, they are way below
the poverty line. They are earning
about $11,000 a year. For a family of
three or four, they can barely make it.
They can’t feed their kids, pay their
rent, or buy many clothes at all.

So the bottom line is, my friend is
right. When we talk about minimum
wage, we should get behind what that
means. What that means is, if we do
not raise it, people in this country will
be hungry, children in this country will
be hungry. We already have many chil-
dren living in poverty. That is the larg-
est group of our citizenry living in pov-
erty.

I want to ask my friend to comment
on something here, if he would do me
that favor. I am so proud of his leader-
ship and that of Senator DASCHLE
today in framing the issues.

When I heard the Senator from North
Dakota go back and forth with my
friend from Nevada on the Social Secu-
rity issue, I was very glad they raised
this issue on the floor. Because of the
fact that we have a social safety net
for seniors in this country, we have
seen that the people in poverty no
longer are the senior citizens. We
should all be proud of that. But I want
to read just a few lines from an edi-
torial that ran in the San Diego Union
Tribune. It was written by a man
named Lionel Van Deerlin who, for
many years, was in Congress.

Mr. REID. From California.
Mrs. BOXER. Correct, from the San

Diego area. He is now a senior citizen
himself and quite sharp, as you can tell
from this.

I am going to read probably just 2
minutes’ worth of his words, and I
would love my friend to comment. It is
called ‘‘Trusting the GOP to ‘save’ So-
cial Security.’’

For anyone who just fell off the turnip
truck, Republicans in Congress have a new
rallying cry—‘‘We won’t let them raid Social
Security!’’. . . .

[Tom] DeLay [who is the Republican whip
in the House] asks us to believe that the So-
cial Security trust fund is under assault by
Democrats, and we must trust his party [the
Republican Party] to protect it.

I’d sooner entrust a lettuce leaf to a rab-
bit. Credibility surely matters. In probing
the violence at Grandmother’s house in the
woods, whom do we believe, Little Red
Riding Hood or the wolf?
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Here is one of those demonstrable facts of

history:

And he goes on:
Had it been left to the Republicans in Con-

gress, we’d never have had Social Security in
the first place. Nor Medicare.

He says:
GOP House and Senate members invariably

lined up in opposition to these social pro-
grams.

Mr. REID. Would the Senator pause
from finishing her statement?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes.
Mr. REID. I carry with me in my wal-

let, because I think it is hard for people
to comprehend this is true—here it is.
Just to show Lionel Van Deerlin is not
too old to remember what really hap-
pened, I have here what I carry in my
wallet: GOP leaders on Medicare and
Social Security.

Let me read to the Senator what
some of the leaders have to say.

House Majority Leader DICK ARMEY,
with whom we both served when we
were in the House, said:

Medicare has no place in a free world. So-
cial Security is a rotten trick. I think we’re
going to have to bite the bullet on Social Se-
curity and phase it out over time.

I could read a statement from former
leader Bob Dole, from House Speaker
Gingrich.

The point is, Lionel Van Deerlin is
right on target because Republicans
did not vote for Social Security to
begin with. And they still hate it.

Mrs. BOXER. I am glad you carry
that around because if you were to lis-
ten to these ads on TV, you would
think the Republicans thought of the
idea of Social Security and Medicare,
when, in fact, they fought it every inch
of the way.

Just a few years ago, in 1994, DICK
ARMEY, in addition said if he were here,
he wouldn’t have voted for Social Secu-
rity.

So this is what Lionel Van Deerlin
writes.

GOP House and Senate members invariably
lined up in opposition to these social pro-
grams.

As Casey Stengel would advise, you could
look it up.

He writes further on:
Yet when President Roosevelt’s original

Social Security bill neared passage the fol-
lowing year, every Republican present voted
to ‘‘recommit’’ the measure. To send it back
to committee, that is, to kill it.

He goes on:
Today’s GOP generation offers little more

to warm one’s hands on. House Majority
Leader Dick Armey, a one-time economics
professor, has openly urged the phasing out
of Social Security. And no less a prophet
than ex-Speaker Newt Gingrich tipped his
hand upon taking the gavel in 1995.

‘‘Let it wither on the vine,’’ was his
chilling suggestion for dealing with a system
vital to the support of nearly 45 million
Americans.

He continues:
I offer the foregoing compendium from

public records, not to belittle or embarrass
decent, often likable leaders of past and
present. They did not climb the ladder with
subnormal IQs, nor by ignoring ordinary folk

in their respective states and districts . . .
no matter how earnestly Armey, DeLay,
[and the Republicans] ask us to trust them
in regard to Social Security, I offer this ad-
vice:

Don’t.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
editorial from which I just quoted.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the San Diego Union Tribune, Oct. 27,

1999]
TRUSTING THE GOP TO ‘SAVE’ SOCIAL

SECURITY

(By Lionel Van Deerlin)
For anyone who just fell off the turnip

truck, Republicans in Congress have a new
rallying cry—‘‘We won’t let them raid Social
Security!’’

Those of us past 65 are expected to feel re-
lieved. Final budget negotiations are under
way between Congress and the White House.
Listen to those Sunday talk shows and you’d
believe a profligate president is poised to rid-
dle the retirement system that has served
America since before thoese guys were born.

A bone of contention concerns the willing-
ness of either side to rely on a portion of the
Social Security trust fund in balancing the
Treasury’s books. Though this has happened
often in the past, it’s a crutch that should
not seem necessary in light of record sur-
pluses.

But resolving the question hardly seems
worth another government shutdown. Nor,
I’d add, letting one side escape nearly seven
decades of some pretty telling history.

My understanding of actuarial tables and
most financial matters is no sharper than
average. I sometimes lose my way in a maze
of bookkeeping totals. But the years have
not impaired my memory. And when some-
one like Republican Whip Tom DeLay, the
ex-termite mogul from Texas, impersonates
Horatio at the Bridge. I cringe in wonder-
ment.

DeLay asks us to believe the Social Secu-
rity trust fund is under assault by Demo-
crats, and we must trust his party to protect
it.

I’d sooner entrust a lettuce leaf to a rab-
bit. Credibility surely matters. In probing
the violence at Grandmother’s house in the
woods, whom do we believe, Little Red
Riding Hood or the wolf?

Here is one of those demonstrable facts of
history: Had it been left to the Republicans
in Congress, we’d never have had Social Se-
curity in the first place. Nor Medicare. GOP
House and Senate members invariably lined
up in opposition to these social programs.

As Casey Stengel would advise, you could
look it up.

Midterm elections in the Depression year
1934 had reduced GOP ranks in the House to
fewer than 90 members. Yet when President
Roosevelt’s original Social Security bill
neared passage the following year, every Re-
publican present voted to ‘‘recommit’’ the
measure. To send it back to committee, that
is, to kill it.

It was much the same with Medicare near-
ly 30 years later. In July, 1962, only five Re-
publican senators supported President Ken-
nedy’s plea for this historic expansion of So-
cial Security—which then failed on a 52–48
vote. The eventual enactment of Medicare
had to wait three years more.

Almost always, top GOP leaders were slow
to embrace or to improve the sort of social
insurance system long in place among other
industrial nations. Sen. Barry Goldwater,
the GOP’s 1964 presidential candidate, may
have doomed his chances in the New Hamp-
shire primary by saying:

‘‘I would like to suggest that Social Secu-
rity should be made voluntary—that if a per-
son can provide better for himself, let him do
it.’’

And Ronald Reagan? The conservative
magazine Human Events in November, 1966,
quotes the future president saying ‘‘Social
Security ought to be voluntary . . . so those
who can make better provision for them-
selves are allowed to do so.’’

Ten years later Reagan was telling The
New York Times: ‘‘Don’t exchange freedom
for the soup kitchen of compulsory insur-
ance.’’

The soup kitchen? It goes without saying
that noting in the law prevents any recipient
from making better provision for him or her-
self, as most do. But without the total in-
volvement of all wage earners, Social Secu-
rity would quickly slip into a massive wel-
fare system for the improvident and un-
lucky. And higher taxes for the rest.

Today’s GOP generation offers little more
to warm one’s hands on. House Majority
Leader Dick Armey, a one-time economics
professor, has openly urged phasing out So-
cial Security. And no less a prophet than ex-
Speaker Newt Gingrich tipped his hand upon
taking the gavel in 1995.

‘‘Let it wither on the vine,’’ was his
chilling suggestion for dealing with a system
vital to the support of nearly 45 million
Americans.

I offer the foregoing compendium from
public records not to belittle nor to embar-
rass decent, often likable leaders of past and
present. They did not climb the ladder with
subnormal IQs, nor by ignoring ordinary folk
in their respective states and districts.

Dr. Kevorkian, too, seems an intelligent
and genial fellow. It’s never unreasonable to
seek a second opinion.

Meanwhile, no matter how earnestly
Armey, Delay, et al. ask us to trust them in
regard to Social Security, I offer this advice:

Don’t.

Mr. REID. I say to the Senator from
California, we came to the House to-
gether in 1982. I had never seen you be-
fore until the day we had our orienta-
tion. We have served together in the
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate. You and I have been involved in
some very tough campaigns over the
years. I have always been so proud of
the Senator from California, because it
doesn’t matter if you are speaking to
the League of Women Voters or to a
high school class, whoever you are
speaking to, you say the same thing in
response to the same question.

You have had tough, hard campaigns,
but you have never deviated from what
you believe in. It has caused you some
heartache and heartburn because they
have been tough decisions. That is why
I am so upset and feel so oppressed, put
upon, and don’t know what to do about
these ads running all over the country.

You can have tough campaigns. A
person can run against BARBARA
BOXER. A person can speak out against
BARBARA BOXER on an issue because
they disagree with how you feel on
that issue. That is what government is
all about. That is what governing is all
about. But not to come up with, we
love Social Security and the Demo-
crats are trying to destroy it. That, I
am sorry to say, is not fair. It is not
right. It is dishonest. It is wrong. This
is what a totalitarian government is
all about. If you tell a lie long enough,
people might believe it.
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I hope the American people will not

believe the lie being perpetrated
around this country by the Repub-
licans saying Democrats are trying to
destroy Social Security. We founded
Social Security. Just as Congressman
Van Deerlin said, we did it on the votes
of Democrats. We have saved Social Se-
curity. We are the ones who stopped it
from being placed in the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget,
where they would raid the funds more.
What is happening around the country
is distasteful. It is wrong. It is dis-
honest. It is repugnant. Somebody
should speak out against it. That is
why you are here today.

Mrs. BOXER. I am so proud of the
Senator’s leadership today on this
issue and so many others. I think these
ads are going to backlash. In the end,
the truth will come out. The American
people are fair people. The American
people are going to judge us, and they
are going to judge us harshly on what
we say and what we do. But they want
the truth.

I do believe that with this kind of
writing by Congressman Van Deerlin,
who left the Congress a long time ago
but still carries a tremendous amount
of respect, his being, in his own con-
science, unable to let this go and writ-
ing such strong words with a sense of
humor—and editorials are popping up
all over the country—I think the Re-
publican Party is going to find a back-
lash across this Nation. I believe in my
heart people will understand what they
are doing.

It is fair to attack a candidate, a
Senator, a Presidential candidate, a
President on an issue. It is fair to do
that. It is not fair to make up a story,
make up a scenario because you have
taken a poll and you know you are on
the wrong side.

As I said today, the Republicans say
they created a lockbox for Social Secu-
rity. They forgot to tell us, they have
the key. They already opened up that
lockbox to give $18 billion to the pro-
grams they want. It is similar to the
crab apple analogy before. They are
taking out those apples, $18 billion, and
then they hold the key.

The bottom line is, to say we are not
protecting Social Security doesn’t pass
the smell test or the laugh test or the
test of time or the test of history.

I am, again, proud of my friend for
taking the floor.

Mr. REID. In closing our dialog, I
have confidence in the sense the Sen-
ator has, that this will all come out. I
hope the Senator is right. My concern
is—based upon what Senator DASCHLE
a few minutes ago, when he said they
have put in the landfill, the graveyard,
campaign finance reform—money can
sure confuse a lot of things. When they
are spending millions and millions of
dollars on these false and misleading
ads, I hope we can right the ship. We
need to speak out. I again tell the Sen-
ator from California how much respect
I have for her for standing up, always,
for what she thinks is right.

Mrs. BOXER. We will fight for the
truth.

Mr. REED. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. REID. I am happy to yield to the

Senator from Rhode Island.
Mr. REED. I wonder if the Senator

from Nevada shares my same frustra-
tion that the Republicans are dis-
torting the record of Social Security
and their efforts to protect it. Like
you, I lived through the days of the Re-
publican revolution back in 1995, when
they literally were talking about dis-
mantling the Social Security system.
Their current track seems to be en-
tirely bogus. But at the same time
they are distorting Social Security,
they are also turning their backs on
the need in our country for some im-
portant legislation.

Many of them have been mentioned,
but there is one, I think, that warrants
particular emphasis. That is hate
crimes legislation. After the tragic
death of Matthew Shepard in Wyoming,
of James Byrd in Texas, the tragedy at
Columbine, and arsons at synagogues
in Sacramento, it is high time we took
a very simple step to provide the full
ambit of our civil rights protection for
those crimes that are hate oriented,
that have been based upon gender or
disability or sexual orientation. Yet
that, too, is in, as our leader said, the
landfill of legislation that has become
this Congress to date.

I wonder if the Senator shares my
frustration about that?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
from Rhode Island has mentioned three
of the most dramatic and most pub-
licized incidents, but they are hap-
pening every day in America, tragic
events where someone is being hurt,
maimed, killed, because they are a
Jew, because their skin is a different
color—it may be black; it may be
brown. The fact is, somebody may have
a different lifestyle with which some-
one doesn’t agree. People every day are
being hurt in America.

There may be people who disagree
with what we want to do with this hate
crimes legislation. But in the light of
the Senate, couldn’t we have a debate
on it? I know the Senator from Rhode
Island would agree on a very short
time limit. I think we could do all we
have to do in 2 or 3 hours, debate this
issue and have an up-or-down vote on
it. Doesn’t the Senator think the
American people deserve a debate and
a vote on this issue?

Mr. REED. I do, indeed, agree with
the Senator. What also strikes me as
particularly ironic is, when one of
these incidents occurs, across the spec-
trum of political thought, across the
spectrum of this body, there is unani-
mous condemnation. There is a lot of
moralizing, a lot of talk about isn’t
this horrible. Yet we have it within our
power, as the Senator suggests, to
bring this legislation to the floor, to
have a debate, to constructively en-
gage, to compromise, not on principles
but on details, so we can fulfill our leg-
islative responsibilities.

Yet what frustrates me, and I believe
also the Senator from Nevada, is the
fact that none of this is taking place,
that all of this is being shoved off to
the sideline so that we are not able to
do our jobs. And while we are being
frustrated, I should say that, as the
Senator pointed out so accurately,
these hate crimes go on day in and day
out. Some are very publicized, some
are not getting attention. It is frus-
trating and it is wrong. All we are ask-
ing for a very simple remedy. Let’s
make the protections of the hate
crimes bill within the ambit of our
civil rights laws. Let us be able to give
our enforcement authorities the power
to deal with crimes that are based upon
disability, gender, or sexual orienta-
tion. If we do that, then I think we will
advance the cause of justice in this so-
ciety.

(Mr. GORTON assumed the chair.)
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are

talking statistics and we are talking
about names of people whom we don’t
know, such as Matthew Byrd, the
young man in Wyoming. But the fact
is, every day in America, someone’s
husband, son, daughter, or wife is being
hurt—a real person—and we in the Sen-
ate and this Congress have the power
to make their lives a little better, to
make sure that an example is set when
somebody commits a despicable act,
and that it will become a crime that
should be—in the greatest country in
the world, you should not be able to op-
press people because of race, color,
creed, religion, or their lifestyle. Does
the Senator agree?

Mr. REED. Absolutely. One thing
that resonates throughout this entire
dialog this afternoon is the fact that
our inaction costs individual Ameri-
cans; it costs them better health care,
it costs them better education, it costs
them the right to have a Federal judi-
ciary that is fully staffed by competent
and committed judges, and it costs
many literally their lives because our
indifference to hate crimes can do
nothing to stop them. In fact, one
could suggest they create an environ-
ment that does not discourage them
and therefore might encourage them.
But, in any case, our inaction means
that Americans are bearing the costs,
and these costs can be avoided simply
by bringing to the floor legislation and
by moving with respect to this legisla-
tion in a prompt and purposeful way. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am about
to yield the floor because I know the
Senator from South Carolina has had
time to have a breather and the Sen-
ator is now rejuvenated and ready to
go on for a while longer.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I think now is the
time that a record should be made that
this isn’t a question of consuming time
in the sense the majority leader wants
to move in an expeditious fashion to
the legislation. He doesn’t want to hear
it, and he doesn’t want anybody else to
discuss these items. Let’s look at the
facts.
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This bill was called on Friday and we

had a motion to proceed since every-
body was leaving town. I wanted to dis-
cuss it and wanted to have someone to
talk to. I objected to the motion to
proceed. I guess it was a week ago
Thursday night when they discussed
and voted on other matters on Friday.
It was set again for Monday’s discus-
sion, but then we lost our wonderful
colleague, Senator Chafee. In respect
to him, we didn’t debate anything. In-
stead we all expressed our sympathy
and deep sense of individual loss of
such a wonderful colleague, who was so
considerate and so moderate in the
sense of listening to both sides, and
willing to discuss issues. On Tuesday,
we made opening statements again—
Senator MOYNIHAN and Senator ROTH
and myself. I had to leave, but it was
thoroughly discussed all day Tuesday.
On Wednesday, I was prepared, having
returned early in the morning. I had to
testify before a council meeting back
in my own hometown on Tuesday
evening. But I was back here early.

Mr. REID. That was because your
house burned down.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is exactly
right. What happens is, on Wednesday
morning, we didn’t have the side agree-
ments about NAFTA. We were being
told this was good because of NAFTA
and that NAFTA worked—at least
NAFTA had side agreements on envi-
ronment, labor, reciprocity, and other-
wise. Even though I was gone, my staff
worked on the legislation.

When I took the floor on Wednesday
morning, I was not recognized to have
the floor. I said I just wanted to discuss
these amendments but the Senate was
conducting a quorum call. The leader-
ship waited for an hour and a half for
the leader to come and did not allow
any discussion. I had gotten up twice
and they would not even give me con-
sent to talk about the amendments,
which is really what I had to mind.

Then the leader comes in and he so-
called filled up the tree, but really he
put it on the fast track. Namely, I
could not, or you could not, or anybody
on this side of the aisle could not offer
an amendment. Now, on the other side
of the aisle, the Senator from Illinois
can get his amendment in at the com-
mittee hearing. He can get his amend-
ment in when the leader puts down the
managers’ amendment. He can get that
taken care of there. Or you can do as
Senator ASHCROFT of Missouri did. He
got the leader to call down the last
amendment, come to the floor and put
up his agricultural amendment and, in
the same breath, say the amendment of
the Senator from Minnesota is irrele-
vant. That is how gauche, arrogant,
and unsenatorial this thing is. I never
heard of such a thing. They just lock
you out and say, as has been pointed
out, we filled up the tree, and only
Members on that side of the aisle can
enjoy the fruits of the tree.

Here we are. So don’t have the major-
ity leader come back and have the au-
dacity to say these are important mat-

ters; you all want to filibuster. He is
the one. I told him, up or down, I would
take five minutes to a side on amend-
ments and we will have a roll call. He
doesn’t want to have this subject up.

We ought to have Members on that
side have at least the courage to get up
and say, wait a minute, these are im-
portant subjects. I would think some-
body on the other side of the aisle
would like to talk about the minimum
wage. They say 83 percent of the people
of America favor it. We know what the
situation is. Yet they won’t even
broach the subject. They don’t want
the subject to come up. All we are
hearing when the leader comes is this
is a tough job and these are the things
we have to do, and I would be glad to
take two or three amendments. I said,
wait a minute. I would be glad to offer
two amendments right now, with five
minutes to a side, and have a vote, or
have 20 minutes to a half hour of dis-
cussion and then vote, and we will be
through with it.

Instead of doing that, it is a closeout
of discussing important subjects for
the American people. From Friday of
last week until tonight, Thursday
night, the majority was absolutely op-
posed to you getting the floor whatso-
ever to discuss it. All of these sub-
jects—Social Security, education
measures, the Patients’ Bill of Rights,
health matters—the majority said was
irrevelant. We are going to try and
complete our spending bills and try our
dead level best to do it without using
Social Security. This comes at the very
same time that even their own Con-
gressional Budget Office says Congress
has already spent $18 billion of Social
Security monies.

Mr. REID. Let me say this to the
Senator from South Carolina before I
give up the floor. We have talked today
about a couple of very important
items, separate and apart from this un-
derlying legislation, to show what we
have been unable to accomplish be-
cause they have put stuff in the grave-
yard, the dump yard. The Senator from
South Carolina has spoken out more
vividly and clearly than anybody else
in this body about the need for cam-
paign finance reform, and I have sup-
ported the Senator from South Caro-
lina with the constitutional amend-
ment. That is the only way I think we
can solve the problem once and for all.
Does the Senator agree?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, sir. I have tried
my best. I would like to bring it up. I
am a realist. Let’s bring up Shays-Mee-
han, which passed by a strong bipar-
tisan vote over on the House side. You
would think it could be voted upon, but
it has not even been further discussed.
We could have 30 seconds to a side and
vote. They won’t let you vote.

Mr. REID. I also say to my friend, we
have had a lot of talk today about So-
cial Security. I want the RECORD to be
spread with the fact that the Senator
from South Carolina has been one of
the leaders who has been there every
step of the way on making sure that we

do not use Social Security surpluses to
balance the budget.

The Senator from South Carolina and
I attended meetings at the Sheraton
Hotel when there were just a few of us.
The Senator will remember that we
were fighting this onslaught to have a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. The Senator recalls the
grief and the editorials written about
us because we said it is wrong to use
Social Security surpluses.

Does the Senator remember that?
Mr. HOLLINGS. I remember it very

vividly. The truth is that I finally said:
Let’s cut out the charade. Let’s go to
Social Security itself. So, I asked the
Administrator of Social Security: You
folks write the bill so that rather than
using Social Security monies for IOUs
and the debt, we put it up in a lockbox.
I want to make sure it is a truly, hon-
est-to-goodness lockbox.

So he wrote the measure, and I intro-
duced it back in January. It went to
the Budget Committee, on which I
serve. I asked for a hearing but
couldn’t get one. They do not want to
hear about a true lockbox.

Mr. REID. The Senator from South
Carolina could be the ranking member,
and in the majority he would be chair-
man of that committee.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. I was the chair-
man under President Carter.

Mr. REID. It is not as if the Senator
from South Carolina is a junior mem-
ber of the Budget Committee. He is a
senior member of the Democratic
Party, and he can’t even have a hear-
ing on the bill in the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I worked on the bill
with Senator Muskie; we wrote the
law. I have been on the Budget Com-
mittee ever since it was created. I
think Senator DOMENICI and I are the
only two Members who have been on
the committee since its inception.

Mr. REID. Finally, I say to my friend
from South Carolina that the debate
here is not over. The Senator from
South Carolina is not the reason this
bill isn’t going forward. The reason
this bill is not going forward is that
they will not allow the Senator from
South Carolina to offer an amendment.
I don’t know, but I assume the Senator
might want to offer an amendment on
minimum wage, or he might want to
offer the Shays-Meehan bill. He would
agree to 5 minutes to each side to
speak on each one of those. We have
had 7 days. If we had those with 20 min-
utes out of 6 days to speak, that isn’t
much time, is it?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Not at all. That is
what we ought to emphasize. It isn’t a
matter of time and holding the process
up or any of those kind of things. It is
that these important subjects will not
be touched upon politically because all
that is being done is geared toward the
next election, the polls, and everything
else of that kind. The majority doesn’t
want to make unpopular votes. So you
are protected with this arrogant kind
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of thing of filling up the tree, insti-
tuting fast track, and blocking amend-
ments except those checked through
the Majority Leader’s office. And I
hope this is publicized. I hope they
have a conscience and will quit this
nonsense so we can save time, discuss
the subjects, vote up or down, and
move on like an orderly body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
would like to take a moment or two to
respond to some of the charges that
have been leveled on the floor.

After listening to the colloquy that
has gone on for some time, the only
thing I think is accurate out of it is
that I would agree that my friend from
South Carolina has fought for years to
ban Congress from plundering the So-
cial Security trust fund. He has been a
leader in that fight. But the one thing
I would point out is that the whole
other side of the aisle has been voting
time and time again this year against
doing just that—locking up the Social
Security trust fund so it can’t be spent
on other programs.

Ever since the Social Security pro-
gram was created, all the money that
has been poured into it that is over and
above that necessary to pay current
Social Security benefits has been
taken out and spent on other programs.
That is not right. I and my friend from
South Carolina agree with that.

I know Senator HOLLINGS, as he has
said before—if somebody in the private
sector were to reach into an employee’s
pension fund and take that money out
and spend it for some other purpose
than the employee’s pension, they
would go to jail under laws that we in
Congress have passed.

My understanding is as well that a
few years back Congress made it illegal
for anybody in State or local govern-
ments to raid one of their pension
funds.

It is important that Congress move
forward now to once and for all ban the
plundering of the Social Security trust
fund so we are setting aside money and
are in a better financial position come
the year 2015 to pay the Social Secu-
rity benefits of the baby boomers as
they retire.

I have to say that if, indeed, my
friends on the other side of the aisle
are in favor of banning Congress and
the Government in Washington from
spending Social Security trust funds on
other programs, why has it been that
they have voted against cloture on our
Social Security lockbox proposal time
and time again this year?

It is for that reason I disagree with
my friend from California, who said she
thought the criticism was unfair in
some of those television ads she was
talking about. I don’t think it is un-
fair. How can you vote against a Social
Security lockbox but then say you
really want to protect Social Security?
I think it is a very fair point that Re-
publicans have been making. It is a fair
criticism of the other side of the aisle.

Furthermore, I point out that the
other side of the aisle has proposed one
new spending bill after the other, and
we have no surplus other than the So-
cial Security trust fund. If we want to
have more money for spending, where
are we going to get that money? The
only place to take it, unless you are
proposing a tax increase, is to take it
out of the Social Security trust fund.

Isn’t it intellectually dishonest to
stand here and say we support pro-
tecting Social Security but at the same
time get up and propose a whole bunch
of new spending bills that there is ab-
solutely no way to pay for without ei-
ther a tax increase or another raid on
Social Security? To my friends on the
other side of the aisle, I have to say I
think the criticism has been fair.

The Senator from South Carolina has
said, as my friends from California and
Nevada have said, that Republicans
have put some of your proposals in
what you call the ‘‘legislative grave-
yard.’’ But don’t forget those times
this summer and before this summer
when, time and time again, my Demo-
cratic friends put the Social Security
lockbox program in the graveyard,
from which it still has not emerged. It
has only been with repeated pressure
that this side of the aisle, on the ad-
ministration and on the appropriators,
has largely been able to set aside the
money that is in surplus in Social Se-
curity so it will not be spent on other
programs.

I am hopeful that someday I can
work with Senator HOLLINGS to get the
strongest possible protection for those
Social Security trust funds. Right now,
when we are talking about a lockbox,
we are really just talking about using
that money to pay down the Govern-
ment debt—the debt that is now in the
hands of people who own Government
bonds. We are really still not at the
point where we can talk about creating
a real trust fund that has real money
in it that is available to pay benefits. I
think someday we need to make that
trust fund a real trust fund.

But the problem with that is, in
order to cross that line, we have to
have the great national debate as to
where we are going to invest that
money because if we are going to make
the Social Security trust fund a real
fund—I favor doing that—we are going
to have to cross a threshold on this
issue of what we want that real money
to be invested in.

Until we have had that debate and
reached consensus on that issue, it is
appropriate that we take that $3.5 tril-
lion in debt we now owe to people who
own Government bonds in this country
and all around the world and use the
Social Security excess to pay down
that debt. That is absolutely the best
use of the money. It is far superior to
taking it and frittering it away on
other programs and leaving our exter-
nal debt at such high levels.

I, again, compliment my friend from
South Carolina. He has been the one
person I have found in this Senate who

agrees with me on this issue that it is
wrong for Washington to be telling the
American people we have a budget sur-
plus when, in fact, the national debt is
still going up. It will go up almost $100
billion.

The biggest adjustment I have had
coming to Washington, as a first-year
freshman coming from a private sector
background in banking, is getting used
to the Washington math. When I
looked at the first budget proposal that
said we will have trillions of dollars’
worth of surpluses between now and
2015, and I looked at the back of the
budget and it had a schedule of the na-
tional debt which is going up every
year, I asked, how can the national
debt be rising if we are running sur-
pluses? Obviously, that doesn’t make
any sense. That is an accounting trick.
If anybody in the private sector used
that kind of accounting, they would be
in jail. They would have ankle brace-
lets on. That is a disgrace. It is mis-
leading.

I thought the President’s address,
when he told the country we were
going to pay off the national debt by
2015, was very reckless. It was reckless
of him to so mislead people. He was
talking about one of only two compo-
nents of our national debt. There are
two components of the national debt:
debt we owe to people who own govern-
ment bonds and debt we owe to pension
and trust funds, such as the Social Se-
curity trust fund and the Federal em-
ployees pension fund.

We have a President who has a well-
deserved reputation for choosing his
words carefully. I looked at his state-
ment and couldn’t find anything he
said that was inaccurate. He said we
were going to pay down the debt owed
to the public by 2015. What he did not
tell the American people, and what
Congress has not told the American
people, is that the other portion of the
national debt, that portion owed to
government pension and trust funds, is
going to quadruple between now and
2015.

Senator HOLLINGS has used the anal-
ogy of a family who has a Visa and a
MasterCard. In our own families, we
would not go home and uncork the
champagne when paying down the Visa
by putting more debt on the
MasterCard. Such dubious refinancing
is no cause for celebration. Yet all over
Washington they are uncorking the
champagne because they are paying
down one portion of the national debt;
they are not telling anybody the other
portion is continuing to skyrocket.

I yield for a question.
Mr. REID. The Senator talked about

the lockbox bill before the Senate.
Does the Senator agree it would be ap-
propriate that the Democrats, the mi-
nority, should be able to offer one
amendment on your lockbox proposal?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I have no problem
with offering an amendment. I am
happy to vote on it.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from Il-
linois, I appreciate his candor. I appre-
ciate the Senator indicating he doesn’t
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think there is anything wrong with it.
Either do we. That is what this is
about.

The majority, the Republicans, have
a lockbox proposal; and we do, too.
What we think should happen is the
Republicans offer their proposal, we
offer ours, we have a debate. That is
what this body is all about.

I have followed the short career in
the Senate of the Senator from Illinois.
I have acknowledged and appreciated
some tough votes the Senator has cast
against the majority in opposition to
most of the people on the Senator’s
side of the aisle. I think that is good.

The Social Security debate is one
where we should be honest with one an-
other. There are ads running around
America sponsored by the Republican
Congressional Campaign Committee
and the RNC, Republican National
Committee, that say with this Con-
gress, this year, the Democrats are
spending Social Security money.

We have done our best to make the
point that is simply not true, and I be-
lieve there are people of good will, of
which I think the Senator from Illinois
has the ability to be one of those, to
speak out against those ads. They add
nothing to the political process. They
only take away from it.

That is the point we have been talk-
ing about today. The ads are disingen-
uous. They are wrong.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I want to follow
up on that. I said earlier I think the
ads are fair in light of the fact that
Democrats have voted against the
lockbox several times this year.

Certainly the Senator would agree
the Senator’s party has run ads. I was
the recipient of $3 million worth of soft
money ads that accused me of wanting
to do everything except take away
Christmas from the people in this
country.

What has mainly come out in this
colloquy on your side of the aisle is
that the Senator has stated a good case
why it is better to be in the majority
than in the minority.

Mr. REID. My friend from Illinois
learns quickly. The fact is, that is not
how this body has run in the past. For
over 200 years, this body has been able
to survive in comity. We recognize the
minority has rights. There was a time
not long ago when the Democrats had a
veto-proof majority in the body but the
Republicans were not treated badly.

I say to my friend from Illinois,
Democrats have voted against no
lockbox provision. We have voted to
sustain our rights to be able to offer an
amendment to the Senator’s lockbox
proposal so there could be a debate. If,
in fact, the Senator thinks those ads
are running because we voted against
lockbox, I respectfully submit the Sen-
ator needs to study the issue more.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I say to my friend
from Nevada, I wonder if there are any
Senate rules that have changed from
the time the Democrats were in the
majority and now when the Repub-
licans are in the majority that the Sen-

ator could identify that he thinks have
unfairly cut off the rights of the minor-
ity. Have any rules changed?

Mr. REID. That is the whole point.
The rules have not changed.

The fact is, however, the majority is
not treating this body in the senatorial
tradition. The rules have held that we
in the Senate have the right to offer
amendments. This body is being treat-
ed like a House of Representatives
where a bill comes upon the floor,
there is a rule offered, and that is it.
The so-called tree is filled up, we can
offer no amendments, and we are
locked out of offering amendments.

That is what the Senator from South
Carolina has been saying. All we want
is to offer amendments. Shouldn’t the
Senate of the United States be able to
have a debate on minimum wage?

Mr. FITZGERALD. I think we have
already, to some extent. We have had
one or two votes that I can recall ear-
lier this year. But the question is, How
many times will Members keep bring-
ing up the same issues?

Mr. REID. I have the greatest respect
for my friend’s intellect. We have had
just one vote this year on minimum
wage. We didn’t have one last year. Or
the year before.

We want to have a debate. We want
to have an amendment offered where
we raise minimum wage. We have not
had the opportunity to do that. If the
majority doesn’t agree, fine. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina said he would
agree to a 10-minute time limit on
minimum wage. I am not sure I can
agree to 10 minutes, but I certainly
agree to 2 hours.

I say to my friend from Illinois, pick-
ing that one issue, doesn’t the Senator
think it would be appropriate this body
debate minimum wage?

Mr. FITZGERALD. Absolutely, and I
am sure we will at some point. I do
know we had some votes, whether they
were procedural or actually sub-
stantive, on minimum wage because I
talked to Senator KENNEDY about it.
He was very pleased with my vote ear-
lier this year on that. We have had
some votes that touched on that area.

I was not in the Senate before this
year, so I can’t comment on how it was
run when the other side was in the ma-
jority. My impressions from speaking
to some of my senior colleagues on this
side of the aisle is that they felt it was
always very difficult for them to be in
the minority. I think they probably
often felt the frustrations that the
Senator is feeling now.

With that, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, for the

last several hours on the floor of the
Senate, we have discussed basically the
business of the Senate over the last
year. A lot of us focused on Social Se-
curity. It is a curious thing that this
program, which once was so controver-
sial, has now become so universally
lauded and acceptable that both polit-
ical parties are determined to be por-

trayed as the guardians of Social Secu-
rity.

Coming from the Democratic side of
the aisle, the party of Franklin Roo-
sevelt, I think our party has good
claim to the authorship of the original
program of Social Security and the
fact it has been sustained, now, for
some 62 years primarily because of
Democratic support.

Having said that, though, I will con-
cede over the years what started off as
Republican opposition to Social Secu-
rity has mellowed to some extent, and
they now embrace it where once they
called it socialism and big government
and the New Deal and Franklin Roo-
sevelt run amok. They now have come
to a different conclusion since millions
of Americans and their families rely on
Social Security to live independent and
decent lives after their retirement. The
debate now seems to focus on, what are
we going to do with the excess money
collected—for instance, in payroll
taxes for Social Security? Should the
Government be allowed to borrow that
money and the money then be used for
some other purpose and paid back to
Social Security with interest? Or
should the money be held sacred and
apart, untouchable? That seems to be
where the debate is.

The television ads, which have been
the source of a lot of debate on the
floor, relate to an effort by the Repub-
lican Party, soon to be answered by the
Democrats, to blame us for somehow
spending the Social Security trust
fund.

It is an interesting claim to make for
several reasons. First, we are the mi-
nority party. We do not pass bills here;
the Republicans pass the spending
bills. So to blame us for a spending bill
which reaches into the Social Security
trust fund just defies arithmetic and
common sense. If there has been a bill
passed, a spending bill, it has been ini-
tiated by the Republican leadership. It
has come forward and been sent to the
President primarily with Republican
votes. For them to suggest one of these
bills went over the line and reached
into the Social Security trust fund and
blame the Democrats for it is really a
stretch.

But I will tell you what we can point
to, and it is not in the area of spending
bills. It was a project by the Repub-
lican Party just a few months ago ini-
tiating an idea of a massive tax cut.
The party, the Republican Party,
which had bemoaned deficits for years,
to the point of calling for a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, now, when they heard of the possi-
bility of a surplus at the Federal level,
answered by suggesting we should have
a tax cut of some $792 billion given pri-
marily, if not exclusively, to the
wealthiest people in America. They
thought this was going to be a big win-
ner. It was an echo of Senator Robert
Dole’s Presidential campaign where,
when he could not get traction against
President Clinton, he came up with the
Dole tax cut.
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It did not work for Senator Dole

then. It certainly did not work for the
Republican Party a few months ago.
They took this idea back to the States,
and people universally said: What are
you talking about? Why would you,
after years and years of deficits, be giv-
ing a $792 billion tax cut primarily to
wealthy people? If you are going to do
anything, take the money and pay
down our national debt which costs us
$1 billion a day in interest. If we have
a surplus, make sure Social Security is
sound and solid for decades to come.
Put the money into Medicare, make
certain it is there for generations to
come, for our parents and grandparents
who will need it.

In fact, those who analyzed the Re-
publican tax cut said, incidentally, of
the $792 billion, at least $83 billion of
that has to come out of the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

So the Republican Party that is
pointing its finger at Democrats and
saying we are raiding the Social Secu-
rity trust fund had a tax cut package
primarily for the wealthy which dipped
its hand into the Social Security trust
fund for $83 billion. That is a fact.

Now let’s take a look at the spending
bills, the Republican spending bills,
keeping in mind the Republicans con-
trol both the House and Senate and Ap-
propriations Committees and have now
broken from the tradition of Congress
which used to call for bipartisan meet-
ings of the Appropriations Committees.
They are very partisan now. I am a
member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee here in the Senate, and I was in
the House. For years, we worked on a
bipartisan basis in an effort to try to
pass bills. I am sad to say, now, many
times we are not even called for meet-
ings. The Republicans author these
bills and put them together, bring
them to the floor, and basically the
Democrats are not part of that process.

What do we make of the claim by the
Republicans that the Democrats are
reaching into the Social Security trust
fund? The most recent thing we have to
point to is a letter from the Congres-
sional Budget Office. This is one of the
two offices we turn to for answers to
questions such as: If we initiate a cer-
tain program, how much will it cost
us? How much will this program cost
us each month? Will it add to the def-
icit or to the surplus? All of the basic
questions that need to be answered to
be responsible in budgeting.

The Congressional Budget Office has
today sent a letter—yesterday, I be-
lieve—to Congressman John Spratt,
the ranking Democrat on the House
Budget Committee. Congressman
Spratt, a friend of mine and former col-
league, asked the Congressional Budget
Office whether or not the spending bills
already passed by the Republicans and
sent to the President, reached into the
Social Security trust fund. The Con-
gressional Budget Office, which enjoys
a reputation primarily for being non-
partisan, replied that the Republicans
have already spent $17 billion of the
Social Security trust fund.

They then asked the Congressional
Budget Office, in the same letter, What
about the proposed 1-percent across-
the-board reductions in spending which
the Republicans now propose as a way
to solve all our problems and go home?
It was the conclusion of the Congres-
sional Budget Office that, if the Repub-
licans really wanted to keep their
hands off Social Security and not reach
in the trust fund, certainly 1 percent
across-the-board was not going to do it;
they had to find some $17 billion to be
made up that they have already
reached into the trust fund for. They
said it would take another 4.8-percent
cut across the board for that to hap-
pen, meaning 5.8 percent would have to
be cut from all budgets of the Federal
Government to avoid touching the So-
cial Security trust fund, just with ap-
propriations bills already enacted by
the Republican majority in the House
and the Senate—5.8 percent.

Then they went on to say—and this is
important considering the realities of
politics in Washington—if you take off
the table the defense budget, saying
our national security cannot stand the
5.8-percent cut, military construction
—part of the same argument, and vet-
erans programs, which both parties
hold dear, everything else will have to
be cut 11.8 percent.

Here we are, deep into the next fiscal
year. We do not have our appropria-
tions in order. In order to balance the
books and not touch Social Security,
the Republicans would have to cut al-
most 12 percent across the board in
budgets for things such as education;
Head Start; Women, Infants and Chil-
dren; Meals on Wheels—things on
which senior citizens rely.

What a curious state of affairs that
only a few weeks ago Republicans told
us we were so awash in money, we
could give out a $792 billion tax cut to
the wealthiest people in this country
and now have come back to tell us we
are in such dire straits that they,
frankly, have to be cutting education
by 10 or 11 percent in order to balance
the books. That, to me, shows the basic
emptiness of this argument that has
been made against the Democrats and
so many others.

The sad reality is that we come to
the end of the session and find our-
selves bereft of accomplishment. Hav-
ing been sent to Washington to respond
to the needs of America’s families, we
have dropped the ball. I have said re-
peatedly, if you held a gun to the head
of any Senator in this body and said I
am going to shoot you unless you tell
me what you have done to help average
American families lead a better life
and have more opportunity, I would
have to say: Fire away. I can’t point to
a thing.

What did we do on minimum wage?
Nothing, absolutely nothing; turning
our backs on the millions of people who
go to work every day in this country
stuck at a minimum wage of $5.15 an
hour. The Republicans will not even
allow us to debate the issue. The

greedy big-business interests that will
not give working families a decent liv-
ing wage have prevailed over those who
get up and go to work every single
morning—primarily women, many mi-
norities—working at minimum wage,
showing they believe in the work ethic,
and hoping this body and the House of
Representatives will be sensitive to
their need for more resources for their
families.

The Patients’ Bill of Rights: How
many times have I been across Illinois
and met families, sat down with them,
and doctors, and nurses? They have
told me horror story after horror story
of trying to provide quality medical
care for people in need only to be
turned down by insurance companies;
Doctors on telephones debating with
insurance company clerks about sur-
geries and hospital admissions and dif-
ferent medications that the doctor
thinks are necessary, and losing the de-
bate every single time.

We want to stop these faceless bu-
reaucrats in the insurance companies
making life-or-death decisions without
any medical training. We want families
across this country to be able to sit
down across the table from a doctor
when someone is seriously ill and be
treated in an honest, competent, pro-
fessional way.

We lost that fight on the floor of the
Senate. No, let me take that back. We
did not lose that fight; America’s fami-
lies lost that fight here. Do you know
to whom we lost it? Another special in-
terest group. The health insurance
lobby prevailed big time in this bill,
and America’s families lost big time,
and that is another failure of this year
we have spent here on Capitol hill.

Campaign finance reform: This is
truly a bipartisan issue. Senator JOHN
MCCAIN, a Republican candidate for
President from the State of Arizona,
and Senator RUSS FEINGOLD, who sits
behind me, a Democrat from the State
of Wisconsin, came forward with a bi-
partisan way to clean up this mess of
campaign financing that has everybody
across America so cynical about our
process.

The President supports it. In fact, a
majority of Senators support it. Fifty-
five voted in favor of it. That is not
good enough for the Senate; we need 60
votes. We could not dislodge some 45
Republicans who are bound and deter-
mined to keep this miserable system in
place. This is another failure of this
Congress.

Sensible gun control: How many
times, walking into the Cloakroom
right behind the Senate floor, have I
been startled to hear a news flash on
CNN that in another high school in
America, there is more violence, kids
being shot, teachers being shot, the
grief of parents, and the visits by the
President and the Vice President, news
magazines and shows on television just
focusing for days and weeks on vio-
lence in schools.

People across Illinois and across
America say: Senator, what are you
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doing to make this a safer place to live,
to protect our kids?

We work up all kinds of speeches in
this Chamber, but what do we do? We
have one bill, a sensible gun control
bill, which says if you want to buy a
gun at a gun show, we have a right to
ask whether or not you have a criminal
record or a history of violent mental
illness. That bill passed the Senate
with the vote of Vice President GORE
breaking a tie. It went over to the
House and disappeared. Sensible gun
control. Nothing is going to happen
this year. The Republican majority in
the House and the Senate do not want
to act on that issue.

I pray to God there is never another
school tragedy in America, but if there
is, each of us will be held accountable
as to whether we did everything we
could to keep guns out of the hands of
kids and those who would misuse them,
criminals and those with serious back-
ground problems.

This Senate passed a bill, barely; the
House Republicans killed it. The Na-
tional Rifle Association, another spe-
cial interest group, won and America’s
families and schoolkids lost again.

100,000 teachers: This is a program
the President has proposed for one sim-
ple reason. He believes, and I agree
with him as a parent who has raised
three kids, that if you can have fewer
kids in a classroom, you have a better
chance of paying attention to their
needs.

I went to Wheaton High School and
met with a teacher who had 15 kids in
her class. She was part of the Presi-
dent’s program. She said: Thank you; I
can help the kids who are falling be-
hind and the gifted kids; it really
works better when I have a smaller
class size.

What parent would not agree? I re-
member how tranquil life was with one
child in our house and how hectic it be-
came when the second and third ar-
rived. Imagine a classroom of 20, 30
kids. The President said: Reduce the
size of that class and I bet you have
more kids who can read, learn basic
math, and have a better chance for
their education.

The Republicans want to kill it. They
do not agree. Last year, they voted for
it; this year, they want to kill it. This
is a partisan battle. The losers are the
families across America who expect us
to do something in Washington to
make education better for our kids and
give them a chance.

Cops on the Beat Program: I see my
friend, Senator LEAHY, from the Judici-
ary Committee. I am proud to serve
with him. He was one of the leaders on
the President’s program to send 100,000
police to local communities and reduce
crime.

Do my colleagues know what hap-
pened when we sent policemen out to
the cities of Chicago, and Cairo, IL,
and across America? The crime rate
came down. The people who wanted to
commit a crime looked around and saw
there were a few more cops and squad

cars and decided not to do it. Thank
goodness. It meant fewer victims and
less crime perpetrated on the people in
this country.

The Republicans fought us tooth and
nail. They do not want to continue this
program despite its proven success.
They have put partisanship ahead of
reality. The reality is we all want to be
safe in our neighborhoods. We want our
kids safe in school. The President has a
program that works, and they want to
kill it, stop the 100,000 COPS Program.
That is so shortsighted.

The Medicare prescription drug pro-
gram: Here is one where seniors across
America tell us—Senator DODD from
Connecticut, Senator LEAHY, and oth-
ers—that this is a very real concern,
paying that bill every single month for
these prescription drugs that Medicare
does not cover. The President has a
plan to move us forward. The Repub-
licans say: Oh, here comes a brand new
program.

They have a self-financing mecha-
nism, as they should, to make certain
we do not cause any more problems to
the fiscal picture in the Medicare pro-
gram. The fact that we cannot move
forward on this Presidential suggestion
of a Medicare prescription drug pro-
gram is going to be a serious problem
for seniors across America.

So we come to the end of this session
with an empty basket, with nothing to
show to families across America. Oh,
we have drawn our paychecks, we
punched our time cards for our pen-
sions, and we are headed home looking
forward to the holidays, and we have
nothing to show for it.

My basic question to the Republican
leadership is, Why are you here? Why
do you want to be called leaders if you
do not want to lead? Why do you ask to
serve in the Senate, which was for-
merly known as the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world, if you do not
even want to deliberate these ques-
tions? Why are you afraid to debate
these questions? If your position is so
sound and solid, for goodness’ sake,
stand up and defend it. Let me argue
my best point of view, you do the same,
and let’s have a rollcall vote up or
down, yes or no. Let it be printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to be seen
by the United States and the world.

That is why we are here. That is why
we ran for these offices—not for a title
but to do something for America’s fam-
ilies. We have not done it this year. We
have not done anything substantive to
help these families lead a better life.

We have lost opportunities, and I
hope we do not continue to lose oppor-
tunities. We have given in to special in-
terests time and time again. We have
forgotten the interest of America’s
families.

I sincerely hope Senator DASCHLE,
who took this floor earlier, prevails;
that he can convince Senator LOTT, the
Republican leader, to finally let Sen-
ators roll up their sleeves and get down
to work. Goodness’ sake, in the last 2
weeks, let’s do something substantial.

Let’s have courage to vote on the
issues. To stop debate and put a gag
rule on Senators so we cannot offer
amendments on all the issues I men-
tioned, frankly, is a travesty. It is a
travesty not only on those who serve
here, but on the history of this great
institution of which I am proud to be a
part. I sincerely hope Senator DASCHLE
can prevail, and we can have the debate
which the American families deserve.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be allowed to
speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

RETIREMENT OF LONG-TIME
SENATE EMPLOYEE, KATHY KEUP

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on Friday,
October 29—tomorrow—the Senate will
say a fond farewell to one of its longest
serving employees, someone who has
been with me almost 19 years, Kathy
Keup.

Kathy Keup began her Senate service
almost 34 years ago. She is one of the
longest serving employees in the Sen-
ate. She began her service November 1,
1965. On that date, Kathy Keup joined
the staff of her home State Senator, Ed
Muskie of Maine. After nearly 6 years
of service with Senator Muskie, Kathy
Keup served on the staffs of Senator
Warren Magnuson of Washington and
Senator John Culver of Iowa. She also
served for several years in the 1970s on
the Democratic Senatorial Campaign
Committee.

Some of our colleagues who have
been here a few years will recall, back
in those days, it was not uncommon for
Senate staff, both Republican and
Democratic, to serve for temporary
stints on their caucus’ campaign com-
mittees. As a historical note, the cam-
paign offices were actually located in
this building. That practice is long
since over, but 25, 30 years ago, that
was not an uncommon practice.

As I mentioned at the outset, for the
past 18 years and 9 months, it has been
my very good fortune to have Kathy
Keup as a member of my staff. In fact,
she joined my office just a few days
after I was sworn in as a new Member
of this very body. I can say without
any hesitation that each and every day
of her time in my office has been
marked by a consistent, thorough, and
outstanding commitment on her part
to serving not only me and the people
I represent in Connecticut, but the
public at large across this country.

As a fellow New Englander, perhaps
the highest compliment we can bestow
on any individual is to say they are a
true Yankee, and Kathy is a true
Yankee, in all the wonderful meanings
of that word. She epitomizes the very
best values of our region of the coun-
try. She is very diligent and hard-
working, and respectful of others, no
matter their station in life. She is
modest and discreet, a person of few
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words. Indeed, in an era and in a city
where the dubious quality of self-pro-
motion is rarely in short supply, Kathy
Keup serves as a living reminder of the
timeless virtue of letting one’s work
speak for itself.

She also possesses the virtues of loy-
alty and dedication. The Senators and
others for whom she has worked over
the years could always take comfort in
knowing she would be at her desk each
morning at 7 o’clock, as she has been
with me for almost 19 years, come rain,
shine, snow, or whatever the weather.

She earned the trust of those around
her, not by what she said but by what
she did, reliably and superbly, day in
and day out, for these past 34 years.

Each of us who is privileged to serve
as a Member of the Senate knows well
the importance of having loyal and tal-
ented men and women who work with
us in this wonderful institution. These
public servants may not have their
names on election certificates or in the
newspapers, but they are vitally impor-
tant to the ability of the Senate to
function on behalf of the American
people. In a very real sense, they make
the wheels of this democracy turn
every single day. And in so doing, they
make real the timeless promise of our
representative government.

Kathy Keup has dedicated her work-
ing life—her entire working life—to the
Senate. By her efforts over more than
a third of a century, she has made an
invaluable contribution to this institu-
tion and to the country as a whole. She
epitomizes what a Senate staff person
should be. She has rendered truly ex-
emplary service to this individual Sen-
ator, to our former colleagues whom I
mentioned already, to the Senate, and
to our Nation.

Come next Monday morning, I will
call the office, I suppose out of habit,
at around 7 or 7:15. And that voice will
not be there, as it has been for almost
19 years. Kathy will return to a place
she calls home—her beloved Maine. I
know I speak for all who have worked
with her over these past 34 years, in
saying thank you for all she has done
to make this a better place. And on
their behalf, let me say that I wish her
in her retirement a life full of new
challenges, good health, and many
other rewards she so richly deserves for
her long and distinguished career in
public service.

We thank you, Kathy, for a job well
done.

f

AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT—Continued

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, some of
my esteemed colleagues argued this
past week that we are losing jobs in
manufacturing, particularly in textiles
and apparel, because we have set the
American standard of living too high
through the minimum wage, Social Se-

curity, Medicare, workplace safety
rules, environmental standards, and so-
cial policies such as parental leave.
That is the sort of broad assertion we
have heard about every trade bill or
trade vote that has come to the floor in
the past years.

They argue that any trade liberaliza-
tion will lead to a reduction in our own
labor and environmental standards,
rather than encouraging an increase in
the labor and environmental standards
among the beneficiary countries. That
attack on this legislation is wrong for
three reasons.

First, there is no evidence that trade
has weakened our labor and environ-
mental standards—quite the contrary.
During the period from 1970 to the
present day, while trade as a percent-
age of American GDP more than dou-
bled from 11 to 25 percent, our labor
and environmental laws were strength-
ened. What we have witnessed has been
the exact opposite of what the trade
critics would have predicted. Our labor
laws continue to provide strong protec-
tion to workers, and the reach of our
workplace safety laws has continued to
expand.

The last 30 years witnessed the pas-
sage of landmark environmental legis-
lation, enormous set-asides of wilder-
ness areas, and significant improve-
ments in air and water quality. We
have seen sufficient progress on endan-
gered species so that the President re-
cently removed the bald eagle from the
list of endangered species. Who would
have thought of a more potent symbol
of the progress we have made in the
last 30 years. Have we done enough?
No. There is still more we can do to en-
courage conservation and environ-
mental protection. Based on the last 30
years of evidence, there is no reason to
forgo the benefits of trade based on the
errant assumption that trade will
somehow undermine the basic fabric of
our environmental law or encourage a
race to the bottom.

What has been true in the United
States has also proved true elsewhere.
The truth is that economic growth and
a rising standard of living is a nec-
essary predicate for higher labor and
environmental standards, and trade is
essential to both goals. What the most
recent studies have shown is that air
and water quality improve as per cap-
ita income increases. The growth in
pollution declines as incomes rise.
There should be no doubt, then, that
poverty is the enemy of both labor and
environmental standards and that both
benefit from economic growth to which
trade contributes.

Third, there are sound reasons why
higher labor and environmental stand-
ards will not lead to a race to the bot-
tom, even in a world of expanding
trade. Pollution control costs, even in
the dirtiest of industries, account for
less than 1 or 2 percent of total produc-
tion costs. In other words, even in the
dirtiest of industries, the cost of com-
pliance with our environmental stand-
ards is not sufficient to persuade com-

panies to invest in other countries sim-
ply to take advantage of lax environ-
mental laws.

Trade critics who argue that trade
will devastate the environment tend to
overlook that firms generally invest in
the developing world’s pollution havens
to gain market access, not to take ad-
vantage of the lower environmental
standards. In other words, the compa-
nies generally invest because their ex-
ports face tariffs averaging between 10
and 30 percent, a cost disadvantage
they can only overcome through in-
vesting on the other side of that tariff
wall.

Given those facts, we would be better
off beating down high tariffs in the de-
veloping countries in order to allow the
export of goods from clean factories in
the United States, rather than encour-
aging trade restraints that lead to in-
vestment in pollution havens.

Equally important, our companies
tend to take their existing technology
and production techniques with them,
even when they do invest in pollution
havens abroad, in order to get around
the high tariff walls. They do not do
this out of altruism. They do it because
it makes good, cost-effective, economic
sense.

Our companies have found ways of
producing in the United States that
both allow them to comply with our
environmental standards and remain
globally competitive. We should be en-
couraging the export of those tech-
niques of manufacturing wherever we
can. But what those facts most as-
suredly do not mean is that trade has
somehow led to a race to the bottom.
In fact, trade appears to lead to a ris-
ing standard of living in environmental
as well as economic terms.

My colleagues say we can no longer
compete in textiles and apparel be-
cause our producers compete with
many countries in the world with far
lower standards of living. They explic-
itly or implicitly argue that we must
impose trade restraints in order to pro-
tect these industries and the associated
jobs.

Let me be blunt: There is no protec-
tion in protectionism. For every job we
save through trade restraints, we lose
many more in other sectors of the
economy. As we have learned this past
summer during the debate over quota
legislation, saving one job in the steel
industry by imposing trade restraints
puts 40 jobs in the consuming and ex-
porting industries at risk. Those who
oppose this legislation do not favor the
win-win outcome that the Finance
Committee bill would create and the
textile industry itself supports.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin-
guished chairman yield for a question?

Mr. ROTH. I am happy to yield.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator spoke

of those who oppose this legislation. I
believe we voted to move to this legis-
lation by a vote of 90–8?

Mr. ROTH. That is correct.

VerDate 12-OCT-99 04:35 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.102 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13379October 28, 1999
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe this meas-

ure came out of the Finance Com-
mittee, under the Senator’s leadership,
unanimous, both parties?

Mr. ROTH. The Senator is correct.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would the Senator

think I was out of range if I suggested
there are 75 votes for this legislation as
it is?

Mr. ROTH. I think that is a fair
statement.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Well, then doesn’t
the Senator think we should find a way
around our self-imposed restraints and
vote?

Mr. ROTH. I couldn’t agree with my
colleague more. I wish we could pro-
ceed. I think this legislation is criti-
cally important. I think we have, as
the Senator says, a vast majority on
both sides of the aisle. As we have al-
ready said on many occasions, it has
the strong support of the President.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Who is meeting this
morning with the President of Nigeria
who is here to talk about that.

Mr. ROTH. I understand a number of
the ambassadors from the countries in
Africa that would be impacted with
this legislation have been calling and
telling people of the importance they
attach to it. It would be a major set-
back, inexcusable for this legislation
not to proceed.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Exactly, sir.
Mr. ROTH. As I said, there is no pro-

tection in protectionism. For every job
we save through trade restraints, we
lose many more in other sectors of the
economy.

Those who oppose this legislation do
not favor the win-win outcome that the
Finance Committee’s bill would create
and the textile industry itself supports.

Some of my colleagues would seem,
instead, to prefer the ‘‘lose-lose-lose’’
option of imposing a regressive form of
taxation on the poorest in our society,
lowering employment in the textile
and apparel sector, and lowering em-
ployment throughout the economy.

I want to reemphasize what I have
been saying. It is not the chairman and
it is not the ranking member of the Fi-
nance Committee that is telling you
that the Senate bill would lead to high-
er sales and higher employment in the
textile industry. No, it is the textile in-
dustry itself that is telling us the Sen-
ate bill would increase textile ship-
ments by $8.8 billion over 5 years and
increase textile-related employment by
121,000 jobs over the same period.

That is a win-win outcome we should
support. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the amendment to the legislation.

With that, I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it

goes without saying that I wholly
agree with the remarks and statements
of our revered chairman. May I say,
there is still hope. It is not over yet.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ob-
tain the floor in order to thank my dis-
tinguished colleague from Illinois, Sen-
ator FITZGERALD. He is a banker, a fin-
ancier. He is far more experienced in fi-
nancial affairs than I, and he is on the

other side of the aisle. His arrival now
makes it bipartisan and I am very
grateful to him. We had a bipartisan
move with Senator Heinz and myself in
passing section 13.301 of the Budget
Act, which says you could not use So-
cial Security—either the Congress or
the President—in reporting a budget.
That was approved by 98 Senators in a
bipartisan fashion.

Yet the budgeters continue to ignore
it. So I have been looking, since we lost
Senator Heinz on that side of the aisle,
for some assistance. We had otherwise
the leadership of Senator Armstrong
and Senator Boschwitz. We were in the
extreme in 1989, for supporting a value-
added tax, a 5-percent value-added tax,
allocated to reducing the deficit and
the national debt so we would not
spend Social Security. In fact, we had
eight votes in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. We recommended again an-
other VAT. We tried to pass other laws.
But with respect to the distinguished
Senator’s statement that the Demo-
crats have voted against Social Secu-
rity several times, let me clarify that
observation of his to the extent that
we, right now, are in that same situa-
tion. Here now, the tree is filled up.
You have veritably fast track; namely,
you have a bill out from the committee
with a substitute or leader’s amend-
ment or maybe they want to call it the
amendment of the committee itself.
But whatever they call it, it is the
committee bill and you cannot amend
it.

When the tree is filled up that way
on cloture, it will be difficult to get
cloture because no one is allowed to
offer amendments. We need someone to
understand this and allow us to begin
deliberating. Now, that is what we
have. If this persists through tomor-
row, I am hopeful, but I don’t know be-
cause I am a minority of a minority of
a minority here, that we can move for-
ward. But it could very well occur that
we may not get cloture tomorrow
morning at 9:30, if that is when they
call the vote. They said they didn’t
think there are any votes tonight,
other than a continuing resolution,
which we can voice vote. We may, but
I doubt if we could get that vote.

So the reason you don’t vote cloture
is because you want to try to get some
amendments considered to discuss
these issues. That was the situation
each time they brought up that Social
Security. I know better than any be-
cause I put in my amendment at the
very beginning of the year, drawn, if
you please, by the Social Security Ad-
ministrator himself. We introduced it.
It was referred under the rules, of
course, of the Budget Committee. I
have been on that Budget Committee
since they started it as a Budget Com-
mittee in 1974, some 25 years. So I have
been there. I have been chairman of the
Budget Committee. I thought I could
get a hearing. They don’t want to talk
about a true lockbox or taking it off
budget. They will vote for a sense of
the Senate. Then they will vote for the

law and then totally ignore the law.
And if you can put in my amendment
in, as we have it propounded now in the
Budget Committee, I can tell you here
and now we really will have lockbox,
and you won’t be able to touch it.

We won’t have to debate whether or
not we are. Everyone could see and un-
derstand it. That situation happened
several times, and the majority was
going to call it the lockbox. One pro-
posal was made by the majority leader
that allowed three amendments. We
would bring it up, have three amend-
ments considered with time agree-
ments, and then vote.

When they found out about my one
amendment that was for a true lockbox
that is in the Budget Committee,
which they won’t even give you a hear-
ing on, they would not agree. We had
to go ahead and vote against cloture.
The distinguished Senator from Illinois
calls that a vote against Social Secu-
rity. Not at all. That is a vote, really,
for Social Security.

Tomorrow, when a substantial num-
ber vote, let’s say, assuming against
cloture, someone could say they voted
against the trade bill. Not at all. They
are for the trade bill. The distinguished
minority leader has made that clear.
The Senator from South Dakota is for
this bill, but he is trying to protect the
rights of Senators on both sides of the
aisle to offer amendments. The Senator
from Illinois was mistaken to charac-
terize that as a vote against Social Se-
curity several times, saying, ‘‘Why did
you vote against it if you are sincere?’’
We are sincere all right, to try to pre-
serve Social Security.

I was one of them and I will go imme-
diately now to the observation made by
my distinguished ranking member on
the Finance Committee about 90 votes
to proceed. I was one of those 90. That
doesn’t mean you can pass the bill
without even considering any amend-
ments. When I voted to proceed, I voted
to do just that—proceed to debate the
amendments, vote upon them, and get
to a final enactment thereof. I have
several things that we want to bring
up. I see other Members present.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have

watched with some interest in recent
days the Senator from South Carolina
holding forth on the floor of the Senate
on trade issues. This isn’t the first
time. He has often come to the floor of
the Senate to engage in interesting and
robust debates about international
trade.

I also noticed that the bill that is be-
fore us, the House bill dealing with Af-
rican trade, the African Growth and
Opportunity Act, if you read it, reads
like a lot of trade deals we have dealt
with. It is kind of a NAFTA for Africa
approach with trade adjustment assist-
ance, CBI, and other things added to it.

As I was thinking about all of this, I
realized that nothing really changes
very much. I guess it has been 4, 5, 6 or
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7 years I have been here on the floor of
the Senate talking about trade issues
to no avail. The debate never changes.

Those who come to the floor pro-
posing a new trade initiative will speak
only about their new trade initiative.
They will refuse to speak at all, or
refuse to address the residue and the
problems resulting from the trade bills
we have recently passed, NAFTA being
one, United States-Canada being an-
other, and GATT being a third. You
never hear anybody willing to tackle
the problems.

I had a chart with me. It is lost in a
pile of charts somewhere. But I wish I
could show it. It shows the trade defi-
cits. After several decades of bal-
looning Federal budget deficits and
after getting those deficits under con-
trol, now we have another deficit. It is
the trade deficit. The annual trade def-
icit on a chart is just spiking almost
straight up. It is a devastating con-
sequence of bad trade policy and a
range of other things, but especially
bad trade policy. Yes, the collapse of
economies, or the difficulties of econo-
mies in Asia contribute to it, and there
are some other things that contribute
to it, but by and large this has been an
abiding trade deficit that has been
growing for a long period of time, and
a chart would show a very significant
spike in this deficit.

It is serious. Our current account
balance deficit as a result of this trade
deficit is going up and up, and it is
unsustainable. We can’t continue to do
this. Yet there is no discussion on the
floor by those who bring trade legisla-
tion to the floor to say, well, let’s talk
about what is happening; let’s talk
about our current experience with our
trade practices.

It is not the case that I believe we
should put a wall around our country,
or we should restrict trade, or we ought
to decide to in some way diminish
trade. That is not the case at all. I be-
lieve, however, that after about 50
years of post-Second World War experi-
ence in trade, we ought to understand
what is going on. For the first 25 years
after the Second World War, our trade
policy was exclusively foreign policy.
They called it trade policy, but it
wasn’t trade policy; it was foreign pol-
icy. We used trade as a foreign policy
instrument with which to help a range
of other countries around the world.

That was fine. We could beat any
country virtually on any set of cir-
cumstances and any competition with
one hand tied behind our back. We were
bigger, tougher, stronger, and more
able to compete. And we could essen-
tially create all kinds of approaches
that would be helpful to other coun-
tries in foreign policy, call it trade pol-
icy, and still win and still prevail.

But the second 25 years after the Sec-
ond World War, things were different,
especially recently. Our trading part-
ners have become shrewd, tough, eco-
nomic competitors. This is not any
longer, and should not be, about for-
eign policy. It ought to be about trade

policy, about what makes sense for our
country’s interests and how to engage
in policies with other countries that
are mutually beneficial, yes, to them
and also to us.

As I listened to the Senator from
South Carolina, I was thinking about
something I told the Senate some
many years ago. I had a young son who
ordered an ant farm from a magazine.
He is 12 now. I guess he was probably 5
years old. He saw this advertisement
for an ant farm. It was a thing you or-
dered by mail. It was a container. It
would hold sand. They sent you the
container and the sand. They put the
sand in the container. Then they sent
you the ants separately. They said in
the order to put the ants in the con-
tainer. They said you should put that
little vial of ants in the refrigerator for
a while to slow them down a bit.

So my son got all of this in the mail.
He put these ants in the refrigerator
and slowed them down a bit. He poured
them into his ant farm and then put
the top on. For, I don’t know, a month
or two, we watched these ants in the
ant farm. There must have been 100 or
200 ants in this little ant farm. You
could watch them every day. They
would go from one end of this little
partition to the other hauling all of
this sand back and forth, and back and
forth, and nothing ever changed. I
looked at those ants. I thought, I won-
der what they are thinking, if they
think; they just keep hauling this sand
back and forth, and nothing ever
changes.

I thought the Senate is similar to
that, especially on trade policy. You
could put a blindfold on and earmuffs
on, and for 7 years nothing would
change—at least it hasn’t in the 7 years
I have been in the Senate. Back and
forth, back and forth, never a change.

Does anybody here have a debate
about the provisions in NAFTA that
lead to the terribly unfair trade in
durum wheat? Did anybody ever hear
of that? I have never heard of that. I
have been down here and talked about
it a lot. In fact, most people probably
don’t know much about durum wheat
at all.

Probably many of the expert staffers
working on trade have no interest in
and no knowledge of durum. They have
no knowledge of durum. They certainly
have no knowledge of semolina flour. If
they eat pasta, they are eating semo-
lina flour and durum wheat. Eighty
percent of the durum wheat in America
is produced in North Dakota. Anyone
working on trade issues in the Senate
and eating spaghetti or lasagna might
well be eating something that came
from a North Dakota durum field.

After this country negotiated a trade
agreement with Canada, we had a trade
negotiator who reached an agreement
with Canada and put it in writing to
Members of Congress. He said in writ-
ing—Clayton Yeutter, our trade ambas-
sador—there will not be an increase in
the flow of grain back and forth across
the border as a result of this agree-

ment. That was a guarantee in writing
to Members of Congress. It wasn’t
worth the paper on which it was writ-
ten. It wasn’t worth anything. The fact
is, the trade agreement was enacted by
Congress after it was negotiated. It was
sent here and voted on by Congress and
prevailed. I did not support it.

Immediately, we had an avalanche of
Canadian durum coming across our
border. That durum undercut our farm-
ers’ prices, took a couple hundred mil-
lion dollars out of the pockets of our
farmers in a year, and has happened
time and time again. This past year
was the largest amount of durum, over
20 million bushels in the first 7 months
of this year; for 6 months, up over 80
percent.

People say it doesn’t matter; that is
technical; that is detail. That is fine
for someone wearing a suit and tie, but
try farming, raising durum, and having
the price collapse and see what it does
to your income and wonder whether it
is important. Wonder whether you un-
derstood it and wonder whether you
had a responsibility when you talk of
trade the next time or talk of the trade
problems you caused for the hard-
working people in our country. Wonder
about the trade problems you caused
them by the previous trade agree-
ments.

The same agreement, NAFTA, which
has opened the floodgates for the grain
coming in that has terribly hurt the
family farmers, was advertised to
Members, as the Senator from South
Carolina knows, as being a trade agree-
ment that would create several hun-
dred thousand new jobs in our country.
It didn’t turn out quite that way. When
NAFTA was negotiated with Canada,
Mexico, and the United States, we had
a trade surplus with Mexico and a
small trade deficit with Canada—not so
small but a trade deficit with Canada.
So this Congress passes NAFTA, ap-
proves NAFTA. The trade surplus with
Mexico has now been changed from a
surplus to a $16 billion annual deficit
just in the first 8 months of this year
alone. The trade deficit with Canada
has more than doubled.

In a study by the Economic Policy
Institute, Rob Scott says NAFTA has
resulted in a net loss of over 440,000
jobs in this country.

But the NAFTA supporters adver-
tised that ‘‘a lot of new jobs will be
created.’’ The fact is, a lot of jobs were
destroyed.

‘‘It will be good for our country.’’ In
fact, big trade balances that were posi-
tive were turned to very large trade
balances that are negative for our
country. Yet the same folks continue
to peddle the same merchandise on the
floor of Senate.

Just make this trade agreement and
somehow it will be better. My response
is to say if we are going to talk about
trade, I am perfectly willing to listen
and be reasonable about all of these
things. I want to help Africa. I want to
help the Caribbean nations. I want to
reach out and do all those things. But,
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I want it to be fair. I want our pro-
ducers to have fair competition. I am
willing to retain these, but I refuse to
have people come to the Senate and
say: Here is our agenda and we demand
you respond to that. And we don’t in-
tend at all to address the problems we
have created in the previous trade
agreements. To us, they are irrelevant.
We don’t intend to address them. They
don’t matter. They don’t exist, and we
don’t intend to talk about them.

The remedies that normally would
have been available to fight the unfair
trade have been traded away in pre-
vious trade agreements. Those who
have lost their jobs and farms find lit-
tle solace in those who say: ‘‘We have
a new agreement now and we don’t in-
tend to talk about the old problems.’’

It seems to me we ought to talk
about some of the problems that exist
in previous trade agreements and fix
them. The quickest way for President
Clinton and, for that matter, the com-
mittee chairman and the two managers
of this bill, to have a thoughtful dis-
cussion about new trade initiatives is
to agree to have a thoughtful discus-
sion about the problems created by the
old trade policies and begin to fix
them. If we are not willing to fix some
of the mistakes in previous trade
agreements, we are not going to get
consensus to move to new issues. I told
the President the best way for him to
get fast-track authority from the Con-
gress is to show a willingness to fix the
problems that have existed in NAFTA,
the U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement
and GATT.

When a ship pulls up at a dock in
California loaded with grain that is
dumped in this country—clearly ille-
gally—and there is no remedy to ad-
dress it, our farmers say, how can grain
be shipped from a European port to a
dock in California and be sold for half
the price of the grain that is being sold
here, even after transportation is paid?
How can that be? The answer is it is
unfair trade and there is no remedy to
deal with it and you can’t stop it.

That is why producers in this coun-
try are saying to those who are pushing
new trade agreements, help fix some of
the trade problems we have. When that
is done, we will listen. We will work
with you. We will address some of these
additional trade issues. It is not ac-
ceptable to simply ignore the misery,
the suffering, and the difficulty that so
many producers in this country experi-
ence because of unfair trade policies. It
is not fair to ignore them. We must get
our priorities straight.

I find it fascinating that some who
have been so concerned about deficits
during the years I have been in Con-
gress are those who are the least con-
cerned about trade deficits. Japan, $50
or $60 billion a year, every year. Want
to buy a T-bone steak in Tokyo? Does
anybody in this Chamber know what
kind of a tariff will be imposed on a T-
bone steak coming from the United
States and sold in a Tokyo restaurant?
Does anybody know the answer to

that? I bet not. After a trade agree-
ment with Tokyo in order to get more
U.S. beef into Tokyo, we have a 50-per-
cent tariff on all U.S. beef going into
Tokyo which diminishes but snaps
back if the quantity increases. Today
there is a 40.5-percent tariff on every
pound of American beef going into
Tokyo.

That is considered a failure in any
set of circumstances in any trade nego-
tiation. But our trade negotiators,
when they reached that deal, thought
they won the Olympics. They were
feasting and rejoicing, breaking their
arms patting each other on the back. It
was a big deal.

It is a failure. A 40.5-percent tariff in
foreign markets for our beef is a fail-
ure. After all of this posturing and
genuflecting and trade talks, the aver-
age tariff confronting our products
going overseas from the agricultural
sector is nearly 50 percent.

We will have some discussions in Se-
attle in December with our trade nego-
tiators. We have been talking with our
trade negotiators and we hope very
much for once we could win. Will Rog-
ers once said, the United States of
America has never lost a war and never
won a conference. He surely must have
been talking about our trade nego-
tiators.

We must start standing up for the in-
terests of American producers and
American workers not in a way that
prohibits competition. We can com-
pete; our farmers can compete. They
are willing to do that. But they sure
are not willing to compete when the
ground rules are not fair.

We end a negotiation with Europe on
the issue of grain. Let me go back to
grain because I represent a farm State.
We didn’t even cut European grain ex-
port subsidies that are multiples of
ours. We say that is fair competition. I
don’t think so. In my hometown, that
is not fair competition. It is the best
they could get. The result is a trade
agreement that is unfair, a trade agree-
ment that hurts our producers.

Senator ROTH from Delaware is man-
aging this bill. He is a Senator for
whom I have a great deal of respect. I
have worked with him. I like him. We
are friends. He comes to the floor and
I am sure he believes strongly in this
bill.

Senator MOYNIHAN, legislative giant
and great thinker, comes to the floor.
He believes strongly in this bill. The
Senator from South Carolina believes
differently. I believe differently in
these issues.

The way to deal with them is to have
amendments offered and have votes.
One would think an elementary lesson
in politics is that politics is a process
of making choices. You make choices
by voting. But we have this vineyard I
described earlier that has been planted
by the majority leader with a whole se-
ries of vines now. He has decided he is
the gatekeeper of the vineyard. These
are his vines. He will decide who comes
through the gate and picks the fruit.

His friends will be able to do that. ‘‘My
friends will get in, they will offer their
amendments, but I will not allow any
other amendment because that’s a nui-
sance.’’

That is not the way to legislate. That
is not an appropriate way to do busi-
ness in the Senate. It is an appropriate
way to do business in the House. The
majority leader served there. I served
there. We understand that. In the
House, you have a Rules Committee,
you have a 1-minute rule, you have a 5-
minute rule, and everything happens
by the clock. That is the way the
House works.

When the framers of the Constitution
created this Senate, they created a dif-
ferent body. I guess they cannot jet-
tison the habits—they die hard—the
habits of those who served in the House
and who now want to control the Sen-
ate in the same manner. But the Sen-
ator from South Carolina, for example,
has every right, in my judgment, to
come to this floor, when this bill is be-
fore the Senate, to offer amendments
and say to the Members of the Senate,
both Republicans and Democrats: Here
are my ideas. Here is the merit I as-
cribe to my ideas. Here is how I feel
about them. Here is my passion. Let’s
have a vote about it up or down, yes or
no. I am not afraid of that.

What we can do, it seems to me, is
have a system in this Senate where we
allow full, free, and open debate. Unfor-
tunately, that does not always happen.
So we have this legislative tree.

Earlier we had a filibuster on the mo-
tion to proceed. But we had cloture the
motion to proceed. We will move on.
Now we have this legislative tree which
is totally unacceptable. At some point,
I hope we can do this in a different
manner. The best way for this Senate
to act is for people with ideas to come
together.

This week I worked with Senator
BROWNBACK on a bill we introduced
dealing with wireless telephones. I
have been working with Senator CRAIG
on a WTO trade caucus. I have been
working with a range of others on the
Republican side on legislation dealing
with telecommunications. That is the
best way to legislate: to find good ideas
and work together to get them done.
But that is not the way the Senate is
working these days. In many ways that
is regrettable because the public is not
well served by this kind of parliamen-
tary tactic we find ourselves in now.

I yield the floor and will listen to the
Senator from South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. DOR-
GAN. He knows this particular subject
intimately. He is an expert in the field.
He is right on target on the broad ob-
servation that it is very unfortunate
we cannot debate trade—just generally
speaking.

I am going to make a few comments
in just a little while with respect to
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the overall idea that the software in-
dustry, computerization and otherwise,
is the engine, this is the engine that
has gotten America this wonderful
boom of its economy. It has for the
stock market, but not necessarily for
the strength of the economy. We will
have to get into that.

There are a few loose ends. Just re-
cently, for example, the distinguished
Senator from New York, as I under-
stood it, questioned the matter of jobs
and the statistics used. So I have the
statistics from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, dated October 15, at 12:05.
We have lost 17,700 textile jobs and
13,500 apparel jobs, for a total of textile
and apparel jobs lost in South Carolina
of 31,200, and a national loss of 424,000.
That is the authority for the statistics,
the facts I have been using.

Further, I have heard the debate. I
want to be sure that it does not slip my
memory. The distinguished Senator
from Delaware came up a moment ago,
the chairman of our committee, and
said: ‘‘Really, the reason for the loss of
jobs is high tariffs. That is why they go
to get the protection of high tariffs.’’

I will try to get to see him later.
Maybe he is joining me in my position
because we certainly then do not want
reduce the tariffs. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the text of the tariffs in the Caribbean
and the text of the tariffs in Africa.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TEXTILE TARIFFS IN THE CARIBBEAN (AS HIGH
AS)

Dominican Republic: 43% (Includes 8%
VAT).

El Salvador: 37.5% (Includes 12% VAT).
Honduras: 35% (Includes 10% VAT).
Guatemala: 40% (Includes 10% VAT).
Costa Rica: 39% (Includes 13% VAT).
Haiti: 29%.
Jamaica: 40% (Includes 15% general con-

sumption tax).
Nicaragua: 35% (Includes 15% VAT).
Trinidad & Tobago: 40% (Includes 15%

VAT).
TEXTILE TARIFFS IN AFRICA

Southern Africa Customs Union (South Af-
rica, Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia and Swazi-
land): 74% (Includes 14% VAT for South Afri-
ca).

Central African Republic: 30%.
Cameroon: 30%.
Chad: 30%.
Congo: 30%.
Ethiopia: 80%.
Gabon: 30%.
Ghana: 25%.
Kenya: 80% (Includes 18% VAT).
Mauritius: 88%.
Nigeria: 55% (includes 5% VAT).
Tanzania: 40%.
Zimbabwe: 200%.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we

have made that point. With NAFTA,
we at least eliminated the tariffs. We
had the side agreements on labor and
environment, we had reciprocities, and
we cut down on the tariffs. But here we
have no reciprocity. There is no tariff
elimination. According to the argu-
ment propounded by the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee,
since Zimbabwe has a 200-percent tar-

iff, all of the textile industry should
move there immediately, under his rea-
soning.

The truth is, with the elimination of
the tariffs, the opposite is true. With
the elimination of the tariffs the in-
vestment has gone south. That sucking
sound, as Ross Perot talked about, I
can hear it. They can’t hear it but I
have heard it, 31,200 textile and apparel
jobs in my State since NAFTA. I con-
tinue to hear the sound. I want to em-
phasize that.

Further, the statement was made by
the distinguished Senator from Iowa
that we had a 50-year history of remov-
ing barriers. Ha. Not at all. Not at all.
We have had a 50-year history of re-
moving our barriers, using foreign
trade as foreign aid. But take textiles
alone—we have the book. This is ‘‘For-
eign Regulations Affecting U.S. Textile
and Apparel Exports’’; from 1994.

Maybe it is on account of me because
I used to use this book. Over at Com-
merce they are not putting it out, but
you can get the individual countries
and make up an even bigger book—be-
cause it has gone up. It has not gone
down. They said ‘‘50 years of liberal
trade policies eliminating or reducing
tariffs.’’ The war was over in 1945. To
1995 would be 50 years; to 1994, 49 years.
That is 49 years of not reducing foreign
textile tariffs and not reducing all the
other tariffs and nontariff barriers.

You cannot get in and do business,
still, in Japan. If you want to sell tex-
tiles or do anything about textiles in
Korea, you have to get a vote of the in-
dustry. Everybody knows Korea have
used the Japanese system of controlled
capitalism, and it works. That was the
American system under Alexander
Hamilton. We point out time and again
to the Brits, once we won our freedom
in the earliest days—David Ricardo,
the doctrine of comparative advantage;
Adam Smith, open markets, let’s go
right now. The Brits corresponded with
Hamilton saying: You fledgling colony,
now that you have won your freedom,
let’s trade back to the mother country
with what you produce best and we will
trade back with you what we produce
best.

Hamilton said in a book ‘‘Reports On
Manufacturers’’—bug off. He said: We
are not going to remain your colony.

The second bill that passed this Con-
gress, from which I stand here this
evening, on July 4, 1789—the first bill
being, of course, the Seal of the United
States—the second bill on the 4th of
July, 1789, a tariff bill of 50 percent on
60 articles. We started and built this
economic giant with controlled cap-
italism, with protectionism. It is emu-
lated—and I do not blame them, it has
worked—in Japan.

It is not about being fair. These
American politicians whine: You have
to be fair, be fair.

Come on. You have to be realistic.
Trade is trade—a fair price for a sound
article. It is not a giveaway. Japan is
working. Its system is working.

All these articles have been written.
That is why I want everybody to read

Eamonn Fingleton’s ‘‘Hard Industry.’’ I
cannot put the whole book in the
RECORD, but I will make reference to it
in a minute.

Japan, with 125 million citizens and
the United States with 260 million citi-
zens, still outproduces us. They are
outproducing us. They have a stronger
economy. They have a better savings
rate. There may be one or two banks
bankrupt, but a lot of them did not go
bankrupt. They readjusted. They con-
tinued to take over market share.

This past year, they have taken over,
again, more of the American auto-
mobile industry than the American
manufacturers. It is working. If I were
there, I would run it the same way. I
would not run away saying they are
being unfair. We are being downright
stupid.

The Senator from North Dakota
pointed out the observation of Will
Rogers: We win every war but lose
every conference because we run
around like we are fat, rich, and happy.
That is exactly what we heard from the
Senator from Delaware, that we have
this booming economy. Not so. We
have a $300 billion deficit in the bal-
ance of trade and we increased the debt
again at the end of the fiscal year. We
spent $127 billion more than we took in
and one important economic indi-
cator—the consumer confidence
index—is falling. Chairman Greenspan
is raising interest rates, and our nation
has lost textile jobs to the extent that
two-thirds of the clothing I am looking
at is represented in imports. I am
fighting today to maintain the one-
third.

This industry is very productive and
very competitive but cannot remain so
if this bill passes. Within a 5-year pe-
riod, we are going to have enough prob-
lems with respect to the phasing out of
the Multifiber Arrangement. So we
have to batten down the hatches now
and stop putting in these giveaway pro-
grams to the Caribbean and to the sub-
Sahara on the basis of helping the Car-
ibbean and the sub-Sahara people.

I wanted to put in the book of foreign
firms located in Mexico in the fabric
field. They said it was too many pages.
The reason I wanted to do that, of
course, is the fabric field abandoned
the apparel industry. Now that indus-
try is locating jobs out of the U.S. and
that sucking sound of jobs you hear I
am trying to prevent from becoming a
roar.

Maybe they are listening because I
received a letter from ATMI. I had not
seen this letter. It is dated October 1,
1999. There are two dates. September
28, 1999:

Dear Members of Congress: On behalf of
the American Textile Manufacturers Insti-
tute, I would like to share our views regard-
ing the Caribbean Basin [Initiative] and the
Africa Growth and Opportunity Act that was
approved by the Senate Finance Committee
. . . and to express, for the record, our posi-
tion on any trade package that might in-
clude the measures.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter

was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

MILLIKEN & COMPANY,
September 28, 1999.

Re CBI, Africa trade legislation.
DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: On behalf of

the American Textile Manufacturers Insti-
tute (ATM), I would like to share our views
regarding the Caribbean Basin trade bill (S.
1389) and the Africa Growth and Opportunity
Act (S. 1387) as approved by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, and to express, for the
record, our position on any trade package
that might include these measures.

On CBI, ATMI supports the yarn-forward,
807A/809 approach embodied in S. 1389. This
approach, which has also been proposed by
the Administration, would extend duty-free,
quota-free treatment to apparel from the re-
gion only if it is made of U.S. yarn and U.S.
fabric, and U.S. thread of fabric shipped to
the region in roll form. It would ensure that
benefits accrue to all sectors U.S. apparel
manufacturers, the CBI countries, U.S. im-
porters and retailers, and U.S. textile and
fiber producers while harming none of them.
No other CBI proposal strikes such a bal-
ance. And, in the current political climate,
no other CBI proposal stands a better chance
of being enacted.

ATMI cannot, however, support Senate
passage of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act (S. 1387) in any form as a stand-
alone bill or as part of a trade package be-
cause of the dangers posed by a conference
with the House. While S. 1387 includes crit-
ical U.S. yarn and fiber requirements, the
House-passed Africa bill (H.R. 434) will pro-
mote massive illegal transshipments of
Asian and apparel products through the 48
nations of Sub-Saharan Africa to gain duty-
free, quota-free access to the U.S. market.
The result will be that billions of dollars of
illegal Asian, particularly Chinese trans-
shipments will enter the U.S. at zero duty,
resulting in job losses for thousands of work-
ers, many of whom are African-American, in
the U.S. textile, apparel and fiber industries.
The House Africa bill is so fatally flawed
that any compromise other than the bill ap-
proved by the Senate Finance Committee
would be extremely harmful to our industry.

Therefore, without firm assurance that the
Senate Finance Committee’s Africa bill will
be maintained in conference without change,
we remain opposed to any package con-
taining the Africa bill, even it were also to
include the Finance Committee’s yarn-for-
ward, 807A/809 CBI bill. For as beneficial as
an 807A/809 CBI bill would be for all the sec-
tors in the textile complex from fiber all the
way through retail, it would not overcome
the price of a bad Africa bill. Simply put, the
Sub-Saharan Africa bill is a poison pill it is
so badly flawed and would exact such a
heavy toll on the U.S. textile industry at we
must oppose it, even at the expense of a bal-
anced and viable CBI bill.

Accordingly, ATM encourages you to op-
pose any trade legislation containing a Sub-
Saharan Africa trade bill and support pas-
sage of the Finance Committee’s CBI bill
(yarn-forward, 807A/809) apart from the Afri-
ca bill.

Sincerely,
DOUG ELLIS,

President.

AMERICAN TEXTILE
MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE,

October 4, 1999.
Re Update on trade and legislative issues.

To Chief Executive Officers of ATMI Member
Companies.

DEAR MEMBERS: ATMI’s Board of Directors
discussed a number of key trade and legisla-

tive issues at its fall meeting last month. I
want to take this opportunity to inform you
of those discussions and to review ATMI’s
positions on these issues.

One of the key issues discussed at the
meeting was the pending Caribbean enhance-
ment legislation, often referred to as the CBI
(Caribbean Basin Initiative) bill. Presen-
tations by John Reilly of Nathan Associates
and Fernando Silva of Kurt Salmon Associ-
ates indicated that the U.S. textile industry
will benefit most from a bill that requires
Caribbean apparel to use U.S. fabrics made of
U.S. yarns in order to gain quota-free and
duty-free access to the U.S. market. That ap-
proach is contained in the Senate Finance
Committee’s bill (S. 1389), but not in the bill
reported by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. The Senate bill also requires that if
the U.S. fabric is cut in the Caribbean the
apparel must be assembled with U.S.-formed
thread.

The Senate is likely to vote on this bill
within the next three weeks, and it will
probably be considered together with the
Sub-Saharan Africa free trade bill.

The Sub-Saharan bill was also discussed by
the Board and, as noted below, the Board’s
previous decision to oppose Sub-Saharan leg-
islation was reiterated. Even though the
Senate Finance Committee version of the
Sub-Saharan bill requires U.S. yarns and fab-
rics, as with the Caribbean bill, the House-
passed Sub-Saharan bill would be so dam-
aging to the U.S. textile industry that
ATMI’s Board remains committed to oppos-
ing Sub-Saharan legislation. The risk of a
compromise between the House and Senate
versions that would still be damaging to the
U.S. industry has made this position nec-
essary.

After extensive discussion, the Board voted
to reaffirm its support for the Senate CBI
bill and opposition to the Sub-Saharan Afri-
ca bill as follows: ‘‘The Board of Directors
reaffirms its current position on CBI parity
and the Sub-Saharan Africa Bill and uncon-
ditionally opposes the CBI bill approved by
the House ways and Means Committee’’.

Other trade/legislative issues discussed
were reform of the trade rules governing im-
ports from the Northern Mariana Islands,
China’s attempt to join the World Trade Or-
ganization (WTO), and the new round of WTO
trade negotiations. Following is a summary
of ATMI’s positions on each, which were not
changed by the Board:

The Board resolution on China’s accession
to the WTO approved by the Board on March
11, 1999 is as follows:

The ATMI Board holds as a pre-condition
for its support for China’s accession to the
WTO the following:

A. The reduction or elimination of tariff
and non-tariff barriers to its textile and ap-
parel market that will result in effective
market access to all WTO exporting coun-
tries.

B. China must also adhere to equitable
conditions of competition regarding: 1.
Worker’s rights; 2. Environmental preserva-
tion; 3. Dumping, countervailing duties (sub-
sidies); and, 4. Transparency.

C. China must go through the full ten-year
integration schedule out of the quota system
as every other WTO member country.

WTO Negotiations—The U.S. should seek
the following as part of a new round of WTO
negotiations that will be kicked off at the
WTO meeting in Seattle in December:

No cuts of U.S. Textile/apparel tariffs:
Access to key textile/apparel markets,

which those countries committed to provide
in the previous round of WTO/GATT negotia-
tions;

Maintain U.S. laws against foreign unfair
trade practices (dumping subsidies) without
any weakening;

No acceleration of the phaseout of textile/
apparel quotas.

Northern Marianas—ATMI supports bills
(H.R. 1621 and S. 922) that will close a loop-
hole and prevent apparel made in the North-
ern Marianas from being labeled ‘‘Made in
the U.S.A.’’ and from entering the U.S. duty-
free and quota-free. For more information
and to contact your representatives and sen-
ators on this, please see the excellent inter-
net site www.takepride.org.

I hope this provides you with a useful up-
date of key trade/legislative issues. I urge
each of you to continue to contact your con-
gressional representatives in the House and
Senate to support our position.

Please call me, Carlos Moore or Doug
Bulcao of our staff if you have any questions
or information about these issues.

Sincerely,
DOUG ELLIS,

President.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I do not want to mis-
lead or misquote. They say they are for
the CBI part of the bill. I quote from
the letter in the third paragraph:

ATMI cannot, however, support Senate
passage of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act in any form as a stand-alone bill
or as part of a trade package because of the
dangers posed by a conference with the
House. While S. 1387 includes critical U.S.
yarn and fiber requirements, the House-
passed Africa bill will promote massive ille-
gal transshipments of Asian and apparel
products through the 48 nations of sub-Sa-
hara Africa to gain duty-free, quota-free ac-
cess to the U.S. market. The result will be
that billions of dollars of illegal Asian par-
ticularly Chinese transshipments will enter
the U.S. at zero duty resulting in job losses
for thousands of workers, many of whom are
African American, in the U.S. textile apparel
and fiber industries.

The House Africa bill is so fatally flawed
that any compromise, other than the bill ap-
proved by the Senate Finance Committee,
would be extremely harmful to our industry.
Therefore, without firm assurance that the
Senate Finance Committee’s African bill
will be maintained in conference without
change, we remain opposed to any package
containing the African bill even if they were
to also include the Finance Committee’s
yarn forward 807A/809 CBI bill.

That would have saved me days in
this debate because we are using the
same authority. I wish we could have
the sandwich board back up. They were
saying the ATMI, representing all of
the textile industry, will support my
position.

Let’s say they oppose half of my posi-
tion; namely, the CBI. I at least have
support from my own ATMI for the po-
sition I have taken. I am beginning to
feel a little strength this afternoon
where we are picking up a little speed.
Maybe I can get the Senator from Flor-
ida to support me. I am going to try
my best because I want everyone to un-
derstand just exactly what was being
talked about by the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota with respect
to the overall trade.

We are finding out with respect to
agriculture, where I think it would al-
most be an embarrassment to ask for
another subsidy for agriculture—I sup-
port agriculture. Everybody knows it.
But we have to be up front and lay it
on the line.

We have magnificent agriculture, not
on account of market forces but on ac-
count of Government forces. They are
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saying market forces, free market.
They always give me that when I bring
up my textile bill, and they have,
what? The land itself.

We had our friend—Sen. Dale Bump-
ers—the Senator from Arkansas, talk
about the leases ranchers can get for
grazing lands to get their wool.

I understand the distinguished ABC
announcer who lives in New Mexico has
a mohair subsidy. I know the telephone
is subsidized with the co-ops. Elec-
tricity is subsidized.

These producers have been getting
price supports. They get export pro-
motion, trade promotion, and every-
thing else like that. If it rains they get
help. If it dries up, they get a drought,
they get help.

With durum wheat and these so-
called free trade market forces, we
have had an amendment introduced on
this particular bill for trade adjust-
ment assistance.

So you can see the article by Mort
Zuckerman of October 18 in U.S. News
& World Report states:

We are becoming two nations. The pros-
perous are rapidly getting more prosperous
and the poor are slowly getting poorer.
George W. Bush did well to rebuke his party
when House Republicans maneuvered to bal-
ance the budget by proposing to delay the
earned income tax credit for the working
poor—paying it in monthly installments
rather than an annual lump sum. ‘‘I don’t
think they ought to balance the budget on
the backs of the poor,’’ Bush said. Instead, it
is time for aspiring leaders to ponder how
the two nations might more closely become
one.

The American economy is growing dra-
matically. But this prosperity is being dis-
tributed very unevenly. The America that is
doing well is doing very well indeed. But
most benefits have gone to those who work
in industries where the main product is in-
formation. The losers have been the pro-
ducers of tangible goods and personal serv-
ices—even teachers and health care pro-
viders. The high-tech information economy
has been growing at approximately 10 times
the rate of the older industrial economy. It
has enjoyed substantial job growth, the high-
est productivity gains (about 30 percent a
year), and bigger profits. It can therefore af-
ford bigger wage gains (about four times that
of the older economy). And this wage gap is
likely to widen for years to come.

The rich get richer. The concentration of
wealth is even more dramatic. New York
University economist Edward Wolff points
out that the top 20 percent of Americans ac-
count for more than 100 percent of the total
growth in wealth from 1983 to 1997 while the
bottom 80 percent lost 7 percent. Another
study found that the top 1 percent saw their
after-tax income jump 115 percent in the past
22 years. The top fifth have seen an after-tax
increase of 43 percent during the same period
while the bottom fifth of all Americans—in-
cluding many working mothers—have seen
their after-tax incomes fall 9 percent. The
result is that 4 out of 5 households—some 217
million people—will take home a thinner
slice of the economic pie than they did 22
years ago.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that article be printed in its en-
tirety in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the U.S. News & World Report, Oct.
18, 1999]

A NATION DIVIDED

(By Mortimer B. Zuckerman)
WHAT TO DO ABOUT THE EVER WIDENING GULF

BETWEEN RICH AND POOR?
We are becoming two nations. The pros-

perous are rapidly getting more prosperous
and the poor are slowly getting poorer.
George W. Bush did well to rebuke his party
when House Republicans maneuvered to bal-
ance the budget by proposing to delay the
earned income tax credit for the working
poor—paying it in monthly installments
rather than an annual lump sum. ‘‘I don’t
think they ought to balance the budget on
the backs of the poor,’’ Bush said. Instead, it
is time for aspiring leaders to ponder how
the two nations might more closely become
one.

The American economy is growing dra-
matically. But this prosperity is being dis-
tributed very unevenly. The America that is
doing well is doing very well indeed. But
most benefits have gone to those who work
in industries where the main product is in-
formation. The losers have been the pro-
ducers of tangible goods and personal serv-
ices—even teachers and health care pro-
viders. The high-tech information economy
has been growing at approximately 10 times
the rate of the older industrial economy. It
has enjoyed substantial job growth, the high-
est productivity gains (about 30 percent a
year), and bigger profits. It can therefore af-
ford bigger wage gains (about four times that
of the older economy). And this wage gap is
likely to widen for years to come.

The rich get richer. The concentration of
wealth is even more dramatic. New York
University economist Edward Wolff points
out that the top 20 percent of Americans ac-
count for more than 100 percent of the total
growth in wealth from 1983 to 1997 while the
bottom 80 percent lost 7 percent. Another
study found that the top 1 percent saw their
after-tax income jump 115 percent in the past
22 years. The top fifth have seen an after-tax
increase of 43 percent during the same period
while the bottom fifth of all Americans—in-
cluding many working mothers—have seen
their after-tax incomes fall 9 percent. The
result is that 4 out of 5 households—some 217
million people—will take home a thinner
slice of the economic pie than they did 22
years ago.

There are those who point out that these
income figures do not fully reflect the im-
provement in the standard of living and say
that attention should be paid to what Ameri-
cans own, what they buy, and how they live.
A fair point. Two economists, W. Michael
Cox and Richard Alm, have revealed that
each person in the average household today
has 814 square feet of living space compared
with 478 square feet in 1970; that 62 percent of
all households own two or more vehicles
compared with 29 percent back then; that
the number of gas ranges has increased six-
fold, air travel four times, and the median
household wealth—i.e., the familiy right in
the middle—has jumped dramatically. Even
given such improvements in life quality, our
public policy must not exacerbate the dis-
proportionate concentrations of wealth.

Fortunately, Americans are pragmatists.
They know that what you earn depends on
what you learn, especially in a digital econ-
omy; so 83 percent of our children now com-
plete four years of high school, compared
with 55 percent in 1970. This is good news.
But vast numbers of people feel marginalized
in an information-based economy. For too
many, work no longer provides the kinds of
wages and promotions that allow them to
achieve economic success or security. Wage
increases do not substantially increase their

real income, so they have to work longer
hours, get a higher-paying shift, or find an-
other job. These are the people who are par-
ticularly concerned about the benefits they
stand to gain from Medicare and Social Se-
curity. If they do manage to put together a
successful strategy to survive, they should
not be hit with sudden shocks—like the de-
nial of the lump-sum tax credit.

Bush may have discomfited his Republican
colleagues, but his words served to remind
that they are out of touch with the realities
of life for so many Americans. He later soft-
ened his criticism, but it is time, neverthe-
less, for a more generous leadership from the
House Republicans. They should not berate
Bush. Indeed, they may well find themselves
in his debt should his appeal to the center of
American politics provide them the coattails
they will need when voters head to the polls
in just over a year.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I emphasize:
The top fifth have seen an after-tax in-

crease of 43 percent during the same period,
while the bottom fifth of all Americans—in-
cluding many working mothers—have seen
their after-tax incomes fall 9 percent.

Fall 9 percent? Disappear. That is the
issue in the bill before us. That is why
the Senator from South Carolina takes
the floor, because they are going to dis-
appear. You have seen exactly what
causes that disappearance. It is so-
called free trade, free trade—the CBI.
We are all for liberal free trade.

We can sit around, as politicians, and
we can wonderfully agree, in a bipar-
tisan fashion, on this high standard of
living. Before you can open up X manu-
facturing, you have to have clean air,
clean water, minimum wage, Medicare,
Medicaid, safe working place, safe ma-
chinery, plant closing notice, parental
leave—all of these ramifications of the
high standard of living that Repub-
licans support, that Democrats sup-
port. But then when you open it up,
without protection of your economic
strength—your industrial backbone—
you begin to hollow it out, and see free
trade, free trade, you can go, for 58
cents an hour, down to—someone used
the figure 82 cents an hour—to Mexico
with none of those requirements.

I went down to Mexico. I crossed into
Tijuana. And the mayor saw me. He
said: Senator, I want you to meet with
12 people. I said: Well, yes. I am down
here, and you have been nice enough to
come out. I will be glad to.

I was looking at all the different in-
dustries, of course, and talking to the
industrialists themselves, not politi-
cians. But the mayor was very cour-
teous, so I met with them in a little
grouping. And in a short word, what
happened was—this is about 4 years
ago—they had a heavy rain at the end
of the year and the beginning of the
new year. And it flooded and washed
down these little hovels.

There are 100,000 people out in this
valley of hard dirt. For a place to live,
they take five garage doors and put
them together. There are no streets.
There are no power lines. There is a lit-
tle electric wire, but that isn’t suffi-
cient other than to hold a light. It can-
not run the TV. They have a battery to

VerDate 12-OCT-99 04:35 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.117 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13385October 28, 1999
operate the TV. It is a terrible, miser-
able existence. But they are proud peo-
ple, and they work, and they try to get
their children to school.

So when the rain fell, they all got
bogged down—they missed a day of
work. So they went to the plant the
next day, trying to hold on to their ga-
rage door housing, and they found out,
under the work rules in Mexico, they
were going to be docked another 3
days. So they lost 4 days’ pay. That
sort of got them a little discouraged
with this plant that had moved down
from California making these plastic
coat hangers.

A month passed in February. These
workers did not have any protection
whatsoever on the inside with the man-
ufacturing—as we talk about with safe
machinery and a safe working place—
and something broke and flew into a
worker’s eye, which he lost. Then the
workers became more concerned.

But on May 1, they had a favorite su-
pervisor. She was expecting. She went
to the front office and said: I’m sorry,
I’m not doing well. I’m sick. I’m going
to have to go home. They said: No,
you’re not. You stay in here and work
or else you are not going to have a job.
So she stayed, worked, and miscarried.

Then the employees said: We are
going up to California, and we are
going to get a union. You know what
they did? They went up there and got a
lawyer in Los Angeles and found out
that they had a union.

These maquiladora owners are clever
enough. When they move down, they
fill out the papers, saying that they
have a union. And the papers are there
but the workers never see a shop stew-
ard. They never saw a union man, or
anybody else around the plant; never
met them. No one was ever there. But
they swap monies amongst themselves
to try to make it look official.

Mexican law says if you have a union
and try to organize one, you lose your
job. And the 12 I was talking to with
the mayor were fired. They could not
make a living anymore, could not get a
job.

You wonder why illegal immigration
is so high—I would have bugged out of
that country, too. I would have
sneaked into the United States or some
other country, I can tell you now, to
feed my family.

That is the kind of work conditions
that we try to prevent here in the U.S.,
which still persist in Mexico. These are
the kind of side agreements that we
had to try to prevent within NAFTA.
So we did that, and we don’t have that
at all with respect to the different
companies down there, let’s say, in El
Salvador. I won’t get into every one of
them.

A Korean-owned maquila with 900-
plus workers, Caribbean Apparel, S.A.,
American Free Trade Zone, Santa Ana,
El Salvador: death threats, workers il-
legally fired and intimidated, preg-
nancy tests, forced overtime, locked
bathrooms, starvation wages, workers
paid 15 cents for every $16.96 pair of

Kathie Lee pants they sold, cursing
and screaming at the workers to go
faster, denial of access to health care,
workers fired and blacklisted if they
tried to defend their rights. Caribbean
Apparel is inaccessible to public in-
spection. The American Free Trade
Zone is surrounded by walls topped
with razor wire. Armed guards are
posted at the entrance. Forced over-
time, 11-hour shifts, 6 days a week,
mandatory pregnancy tests, and on and
on.

I have to get this in the RECORD this
evening because I have been very con-
siderate of my colleagues. Many want-
ed to talk about our late colleague, the
Senator from Rhode Island, obviously.
I will always yield for that and for
other particular points they want to
make.

You have another Kathie Lee (Wal-
Mart) sweatshop in Guatemala, San
Lucas, Santiago, Guatemala: forced
overtime, 11- to 141⁄2-hour shifts, 6 days
a week, 7:30 to 6:30 p.m., sometimes
they work until 10:00 p.m. The workers
are at the factory between 66 and 80
hours a week. Refusal to work over-
time is punished with an 8-day suspen-
sion without pay. The second or third
time this offense occurs, the worker is
fired. Below subsistence wages, for 44
regular hours the pay is $28.57 or 65
cents an hour. This does not meet sub-
sistence needs. Armed security guards
control access to the toilets and check
the amount of time the women spend
in the bathroom, hurrying them up if
they think they are spending too much
time. Public access to the plant is pro-
hibited by heavily armed guards.

You can go right on down this list. I
will tell you right now, if you try to or-
ganize a union, they will shoot you.

Point: You are going to hear how this
is going to be so good—as the Senator
from Delaware said, a win-win situa-
tion. You are going to hear another
Senator now say this is the way we
want to go.

Can’t we stop, look, and listen and
get these dreadful labor situations
cleaned up before we go? Is that what
we want to put the stamp of approval
on, this kind of heinous conduct down
there in the Caribbean? This isn’t with
everybody sitting on the beaches with
the suntan oil waiting for the Presi-
dent to call us back in session this fall,
maybe, if we don’t pass this bill. All
kind of threats made, how important
the bill is.

In September, Jiovanni Fuentes, a
union organizer assisting the workers
at Caribbean Apparel, received a death
threat from the company. He was told
he and his friends should leave the
work or they would be killed. He was
told he was dealing with the Mafia, and
in El Salvador it costs less than $15 to
have someone killed.

Whoopee, let’s pass the CBI bill. We
want to make sure we get that kind of
production. The cheap shirt they put
on the floor and said, look at what we
are doing, the retailers are for this bill.
Sure they are because they will kill

you if you don’t produce for next to
nothing down there in the CBI.

It is a broader problem. Let us go
right to what I have heard all year long
about software, software. Software is
the engine that is really running this
wonderful economy here in the United
States of America. Of course, we have
had the pleasure of meeting Microsoft’s
Bill Gates. I happen to be one of his ad-
mirers. I particularly admire the re-
cent initiative with his foundation,
that they gave $1 billion to our friend,
Bill Gray, United Negro College Fund,
to make sure every black in America
could receive a college education.
Gates is making maybe $2 billion. He
can afford it. But that is the finest
thing this Senator has heard all year of
1999.

Somehow, somewhere it is an eco-
nomic situation that we face in the
State of South Carolina, Georgia, the
southern part of our country, where we
have had, for a long time, a lack of any
kind of educational facilities for the
minorities. When I first came to public
office, I went out and saw that little
American Freedom School for the
blacks. It was one big building. They
had four classrooms in one room, a pot
belly stove in the middle, and one
teacher.

Somehow, somewhere they have been
getting jobs. Do you know what? They
have textile jobs: 37 percent minority
employed; over 50 percent are women.

They wouldn’t allow minorities to
work in a textile plant when I first
came to public office. I can tell you
that they do now. That is why the head
of the Black Caucus, the distinguished
Congressman JAMES CLYBURN of South
Carolina, why he is opposed to this bill.
Don’t give me no sandwich board of
Amoco, Exxon, Citicorp, and all the
money boys, for Lord’s sake. Ask some-
body, as they used to say with the
Packard automobile, ask the man who
owns one. Ask the Congressman who
has worked in the vineyards, trained in
the public, headed up our human af-
fairs councils, now head of the Black
Caucus in the House of Representatives
of the United States of America. He is
absolutely opposed to this because he
is just getting jobs for his constituents.
And he knows now we are going to ex-
port jobs. That is the biggest export we
have. Export, export, export.

Well, back to Bill Gates. I am refer-
ring, of course, to ‘‘In Praise of Hard
Industries,’’ by Eamonn Fingleton: Mr.
Gates himself exemplifies in high de-
gree the sort of mind that succeeds in
the software industry. He reportedly
can recall the telephone extension
numbers and car license plate numbers
of countless Microsoft employees. Ac-
cording to the authors James Wallace
and Jim Erickson, even as a child he
displayed amazing memory skills. In
particular, he won a local parish con-
test by memorizing and reciting the
entire Sermon on the Mount. The pas-
sage is the equivalent of nearly four
standard newspaper columns of type.
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Among the hundreds who participated
in the contest over the years, Gates,
who was then only 11, was the only
challenger who ever succeeded in recit-
ing the entire passage without stum-
bling or missing a line.

Now, you have to respect that. That
is a fellow who deserves a billion a year
or whatever it is he is making. I can’t
keep up with it. I do know he has done
extremely well. I visited in Redmond,
WA. He has the most magnificent, I
don’t mean ornate, I mean
commonsensical approach to his em-
ployees.

I understood from Time magazine, at
the close of the year, they had 22,000
employees with stock options, 22,000
millionaires. So they are all well paid,
and we respect that and we don’t op-
pose that. We don’t expect this bill is
going to affect that one way or the
other, but it is going to affect the $8.37-
an-hour textile and apparel worker in
the State of South Carolina, I can tell
you that; or the average is even better,
about $10 an hour now. They have
health care. We are all talking about
those who don’t have health care. A
young lady can work and she can get
health care so when her child is sick,
they can get to a doctor. When she can
save a little every month and get a
health insurance policy and send the
kids to college, that is a good job.

I have lost 31,200 of them; I can tell
you now. The Senator from Delaware
says, well, we ought to realize the
trend is global competition, better
jobs. Let’s think on those 31,200 be-
cause I know we have had a net loss of
manufacturing jobs since NAFTA. Yes,
we have BMW and Hoffman-LaRoche
and all these industries that are the
envy of everybody. I have GE, General
Electric. My trouble is, I used to have
five General Electrics. I only have one
left. They have all left to go to Brazil
or Malaysia or elsewhere.

I can tell you now that it isn’t easy
to hold on to these industries. What
has happened to my industry—and the
reason I want to emphasize this about
software is to disabuse the political
minds in the National Congress that it
is not the engine on the one hand, and
on the other hand, they are headed the
same way of textiles.

Mr. President, 1998 ratios of imports
to consumption. Aircraft engines, we
import 70 percent. You see, the Air-
bus—market forces, market forces,
market forces. Well, the European,
very sensibly—not saying it is unfair
and just whining about fairness. Come
on. That comes from silly pollsters who
never ran for office. The Europeans re-
alize that, wait a minute, out of the de-
fense industry came the magnificent
research in aerospace. Out of our space
program came the magnificent re-
search in aerospace. So we gave that to
the Boeing, Lockheed, McDonnell
Douglas, and all the rest of them.

We gave them Export-Import Bank
financing. It was a predominant indus-
try at one time. The engines are being
made by GE, Pratt and Whitney, and

the rest. But now we find out that we
are importing the majority of the en-
gines. I have seen where USAir, which
I travel back to South Carolina on,
bought Airbus. There is no such thing
as ‘‘buy American.’’ I remember when
they used to demonstrate when they
didn’t ‘‘buy American.’’ We can go
down the list: Tape recorders and video
tape players, 100 percent; radio trans-
mission and reception apparatus, 58
percent; television apparatus, 68.5 per-
cent. You can go down to electrical ca-
pacitors and resistors, 69.5 percent, and
that is where I lost my GE plant. That
means we have about 30 percent being
produced here. It gets unproductive to
produce here, uneconomical. Watches,
100 percent. Look at the watch on your
hand; it came from elsewhere, I can tell
you that. Footwear, 84.2 percent. Look
at the shoes. If they stop working over-
seas, we have to go barefoot. This is
the list.

Now, what about this wonderful en-
gine with this magnificent economy
that they brag about? I have stopped
them bragging with some of the col-
umns in the financial news, and other-
wise.

In his search for world-beating software
talent, [Mr. Gates] has included six Japanese
universities among the top twenty-five uni-
versities worldwide where he likes to con-
centrate Microsoft’s recruiting efforts. Gates
should know about Japanese software talent
given that one of his closest friends and con-
fidants in his early days was the Japanese
software engineer Kazuhiko Nishi. Before
they had a falling-out in the mid-1980s, Gates
described Nishi as ‘‘my best guy ever.’’

This says:
Thus, for a software entrepreneur in a low-

wage country, the capital cost per job can be
as little as $10,000, a reduction of more than
90 percent from the mainframe era. This fig-
ure is well within the reach of software sub-
contracting companies in low-wage coun-
tries—and far less than is needed to get
started in even the least sophisticated areas
of manufacture.

So we know none better than Mr.
Gates himself. They have the men-
tality. We don’t have all the Gateses in
the world, because Kazuhiko Nishi will
probably near equal him, according to
Gates himself. What does it cost? It
costs $100,000 to create a textile job
when you have high-tech machinery
now in these plants. They have been
spending $2 billion a year. I use that
quote on page 18 of this particular vol-
ume, which is authoritative. Spinning
is a good example, as recounted in the
Wall Street Journal. ‘‘The capital re-
quired in the state-of-the-art spinning
mill these days can amount to as much
as $300,000 per job.’’

In contrast, this requires only 10,000
in so-called software. The minds ought
to flex in the Senate body because
what has happened is they are blindly
looking at the stock market. Maybe
some of them are making a bunch of
money. They don’t want to see further;
all they know is they are making a for-
tune. But they are not looking at the
jobs. I have tried my best to get the
figures with respect to the balance of

trade in software. I am convinced we
have a deficit in the balance of trade.
But according to the Department of
Commerce figures, the U.S. receipt in
software is $3.2 billion and the pay-
ments are $.05 billion, for a net balance
of $2.7 billion in software trade.

But I looked further and I found out
licensing is considered exports. So as
they license them in India, for exam-
ple, and other places to do this comput-
erization—like my light bill in South
Carolina is made up in India out of a
firm from Columbia, SC. They send it
in overnight. When they close down, all
that work is done for them, so when
they come to work in the office in the
morning, it is all a done deal and they
pay, let’s say, $10,000 a job over there;
whereas, it costs at least $100,000 in the
American software industry.

We should dwell on this particular
volume, Mr. President, and take a hard
look at computer software because it
goes right down and shows not only the
Japanese are coming in, but the Chi-
nese also. I had in here some sections
that are easily referred to about the
Japanese because they have really got
the balance of trade. I read that earlier
today. Let me say this.

Chinese programmers can develop software
for, say, a clinic in the United States with-
out knowing anything other than the end-
user’s basic requirements. Perhaps the most
surprising—and for American software work-
ers, the most ominous—aspect of IBM’s Chi-
nese affiliate is that it is pioneering a new
work shift system linking several low-wage
countries. When the Chinese programmers
finish each evening, they pass their work on
to Latvia and Belarus, where other IBM en-
gineers continue working on the modules
during the Chinese night. No wonder
Bloomberg News commented: ‘‘The tilt in
software design towards more basic, inter-
changeable products is good news for coun-
tries like China with armies of talented pro-
grammers.’’ Given that IBM has laid off
thousands of programmers in the United
States and other Western countries in the
last five years, the message could hardly be
clearer: the software industry’s spread into
the Third World has already begun—and a
challenge to the West’s software job base is
imminent.

So China is coming in. The truth of
the matter is, we are going to be losing
this particular industry. And we ought
to have a full debate when you start
losing your hand tools and machine
tools. When you start losing your steel
industry, when you start losing the
textile industry—found to be the sec-
ond most important to our national se-
curity—when you start losing finally
your software industry, then this
crowd will sober up and begin to debate
a trade bill in the proper fashion.

This is not in the interest of the
worker. It is not in the interest of the
economy. It is not in the interest of
the security of the United States. It is
a terrible, fatal blow, final and fatal
blow to the textile industry. I know
from hard experience. I have been in
the work of creating jobs. I know about
education and technical training. I
know about the best of the best coming
in. And I know about the best of the
best leaving.
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In spite of all the jobs we have at-

tracted to South Carolina, in the last 4
years, there has been a loss of 12,000
jobs. Don’t give them the Washington
solution of retraining and new skills.
We had the Oneida plant. It made just
T-shirts. It closed at the beginning of
last year. We got it some 35 years ago
making these T-shirts. They had 487
employees. The age average was 47
years. They are closed now. But where
did the jobs go? They have gone to
Mexico. They did not create the jobs
for the Oneida workers. They lost the
jobs for the Oneida workers.

Now Washington is overly smart
here, telling the workers that this is
the trend—global competition, engine
of the economy, and all that kind of
nonsense. Retrain—let’s try that on for
size.

Let’s assume tomorrow morning we
have to retrain and have new skills for
computer operators. I know the distin-
guished Chair is an outstanding busi-
ness leader. He knows business. He
knows that business is not going to
hire the 47-year-old computer operator.
They are going to hire the 21-year old
computer operator. Business in com-
petition can’t afford to take on the re-
tirement costs of a 47-year-old or the
health care costs of a 47-year-old. They
are going to take on that 21-year old.

So Andrews, SC, is a ghost town. We
have some other industries I helped
bring there. But I can tell you, those
487 are not coming back, as the distin-
guished Chair of the Finance Com-
mittee says, by just retraining and new
skills.

This is happening with the auto-
mobile industry, with the automobile
parts industry, with the aircraft indus-
try, Boeing, and now, according to the
recent statistics, with the software in-
dustry.

This Congress and this Government
has a real problem up here. It is not a
problem of getting these folks, me in-
cluded, reelected. It is a real problem
that only we can handle, that only we
can take care of. Everyone else has
their government on their side. When
is our Government going to get on our
side?

Yes. The Secretary of Labor is not
calling over here. It is unfortunate. Do
you know who is calling over here? The
Secretary of State. The Secretary of
State has a European Desk. She has a
Japanese Desk. She has a Chinese
Desk. She has a Cuban Desk. When are
they going to get an American Desk?
She is not going to have one. That isn’t
her responsibility. But she is talking
free trade, free trade, so that the
striped-pants diplomats can run around
and give away even more.

You know how wonderful, fat, rich,
and happy we were after World War II.
We are going broke. I can prove it. You
watch it. You will see it here. It will
happen—not totally broke, obviously.
The economy is simmering down. Don’t
worry about it. We are losing that hard
industry, hard-core industry in the
middle class. That is the strength of

the democracy, according to G.K.
Chesterton. That is why we have suc-
ceeded as a fledgling democracy—the
strong middle class. And instead, we
are getting rid of it. As Zuckerman
says, we are going into two groups of
people—the haves and the have-nots.
One important industry to our national
security is about to bite the dust with
this piece of legislation.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.
f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COSTS

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this is
the eighth time in recent days I have
come to the floor to talk about the
issue of prescription drugs because,
frankly, I think this is a priority for
this session of the Congress and one we
can tackle in a bipartisan way.

Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE and I have
teamed up on a bipartisan bill. We were
able to get 54 votes on the floor of the
Senate for a concrete funding plan for
our approach.

What I have been doing, as folks can
see in the poster right next to me, is
urging seniors to send in copies of their
prescription drug bills. The poster is
very clear. We would like seniors to
send copies of their prescription drug
bills directly to each of us in the Sen-
ate so we can emphasize how important
it is that this be tackled in a bipar-
tisan way.

Senator SNOWE and I have heard
again and again that this is an issue
that just has to be put off until after
the 2000 election. The Republicans and
Democrats are going to just bicker
about it and sort of have an ongoing
finger-pointing exercise and nothing
will get done.

I happen to think there are a lot of
Members of the Senate who want to
tackle this issue and want to tackle it
in this session of Congress.

Since I have come to the floor of the
Senate and brought this poster urging
seniors to send their prescription drug
bills in, I have heard from a number of
our colleagues in the Senate. They
have said we need bipartisan action. A
number of them have asked for copies
of the bipartisan Snowe-Wyden bill.
They want to know more about it.

I am going to continue tonight to
read from some of these letters, par-
ticularly from folks I am hearing from
in Oregon. But I want to take a few
minutes tonight to talk about some
important issues relating to this ques-
tion of prescription drug coverage for
senior citizens and particularly ask
about this issue of whether we can af-
ford, as a nation, to cover prescription
medicine.

Mr. President and colleagues, I be-
lieve America cannot afford to not
cover prescription drugs. The reason
that is the case is that drugs in the 21st
century are going to be preventive.
They are going to allow for patients to

be treated on an outpatient basis and it
will make part A of Medicare, the hos-
pitalization part of Medicare, less ex-
pensive.

I mentioned a drug the other night,
an important anticoagulant that helps
to prevent strokes. It is a drug that
would cost perhaps $1,000 a year to as-
sist seniors. If we can prevent those
strokes through the anticoagulant
drugs, we can save $100,000 that might
be incurred as a result of expenses as-
sociated with a disability.

There is one bipartisan bill before the
Senate dealing with this prescription
drug issue. It is the Snowe-Wyden leg-
islation. My view is we can’t afford to
continue to pass up the opportunity to
address these health care issues in a
preventive way rather than incurring
the extraordinary expenses for more in-
stitutional care.

I will mention a few of the drugs that
will be particularly important to older
people. One is Neupogen, which helps
cancer patients and others with com-
promised immune systems boost their
white blood cell counts and avoid hos-
pital stays. Another is Glucophage,
which is now being used to help those
at risk for diabetes from getting that
disease which causes so many other se-
rious health problems.

My mom has had diabetes for a long
time. I have seen the costs of these
medicines. To think there is an oppor-
tunity with a particular drug to cover
these seniors with their prescription
drug bills seems to me to be an option
as a nation we cannot afford to pass up.

Another drug is Vasotec, which
treats high blood pressure and helps to
stave off strokes and heart disease and
other major problems.

These are all important medications.
They do cost money, but the bottom
line is we can use these medicines.
When seniors receive these medicines,
they are in a position to stave off much
more serious and much more expensive
problems. It is sensible, in my view, to
make sure seniors who need these
medications—that are preventive in
nature—can get them. Under the bipar-
tisan Snowe-Wyden bill, that would be
done.

As far as I am concerned, in my read-
ing of history, there is pretty much
nothing that can get accomplished in
the Senate that is truly important that
isn’t bipartisan. Our proposal gives
each senior a chance at affordable pre-
scription medicine. It ought to be rec-
ognizable to Members of Congress be-
cause a version of this model is what
ensures good health for the families of
Members of this body and the Congress.

Since my days with the Gray Pan-
thers—I have been working on this pre-
scription drug issue for many years
now—I have seen how many seniors
have to walk an economic tightrope,
balancing their food against their fuel
costs and their fuel costs against their
medical bills. We have now more than
20 percent of the Nation’s older people
paying more than $1,000 per year for
prescription drugs. The typical senior
is using 18 prescriptions a year.
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One constituent from Medford, OR,

wrote that from a modest income he
spent more than $1,230 so far this year
on prescription medicines.

The typical senior is taking 18 dif-
ferent prescriptions. I hope, as a result
of this effort to collect these drug bills
from seniors, we can actually get some
relief for people in this country who
are facing such serious and urgent
health care needs.

Some have said we ought to wait
until after the next election, we ought
to wait for comprehensive Medicare re-
form. I know the Presiding Officer be-
lieves strongly in this. There are a lot
of Members who want to see broader,
more comprehensive Medicare reform.
Under the Snowe-Wyden prescription
drug proposal, we are using the kind of
principles that make sense for Medi-
care in the 21st century. It is choice-
oriented. It gives a lot of options to
older people. We use marketplace
forces to contain costs.

It has worked for Members of Con-
gress and their families. I think it can
work for my constituents at home in
Oregon. I think it can work for the
older people of this country. I am hope-
ful in the days ahead we can make the
case for why it is important the Senate
Act in this session.

The question of prescription drugs
and will Congress tackle it now—all of
the political prognosticators have said
this is an issue the Congress is going to
punt on. They have said this is an issue
that is going to have to be put off. I
don’t see how, when seniors are sending
copies of their prescription drug bills, a
Member of this body, a Member of this
Congress, can say we ought to put this
issue off when there is a model that 54
Members of the Senate have voted for,
that has strong bipartisan support,
that uses marketplace forces as a
model. Let’s not say this is something
that ought to be put off.

I think we know what needs to be
done. I think we can do it in a cost-ef-
fective fashion. Our bill doesn’t involve
price controls. Some seem to think
that is the way to go. What troubles
me about plans to deal with prescrip-
tion drug costs that involve price con-
trols, we will have massive cost-shift-
ing. If we have Medicare acting as the
buyer for all the medicine, it may be
possible for the Government to nego-
tiate a discount. I have always said
that might be possible. What troubles
me about that approach is we will have
the cost passed on to someone else who
might be 26 or 27—maybe a divorced
mom who has a couple of kids—work-
ing as hard as they can, and all of a
sudden they find out their prescription
drug bill shoots up because Congress
adopted an approach in this area that
doesn’t use marketplace forces.

Under the bipartisan Snowe-Wyden
plan, the only bipartisan prescription
drug bill now before the Senate, we re-
ject those cost controls. We don’t advo-
cate a one-size-fits-all Federal ap-
proach. We use marketplace forces, the
kind of forces that help deliver decent

and affordable care to Members of this
body and our families.

I want to read briefly from a couple
of the other letters I have received
from Oregon. I will keep coming back
to the floor of the Senate again and
again until we get bipartisan action on
this prescription drug issue. I think the
question of prescription drugs is the
kind of issue that can leave a legacy
for this session. It is the kind of impor-
tant question that will help folks and
help families at a time when a lot have
fallen between the cracks. We know the
economy is strong. We know a lot of
people are doing well. If they happen to
be in the stock market, most of the
time they are doing very well. But
there are a lot of folks who don’t have
the stocks in the technology compa-
nies, a lot of folks are on modest in-
comes. A lot of the seniors I have
worked with since my days with the
Gray Panthers are telling me and tell-
ing other Members of the Senate they
just can’t afford their prescriptions.
That is what this is about. They can’t
afford their prescriptions.

There is a right way and a wrong way
to deal with that issue. The wrong way,
in my view, is to have a price control
regime and produce cost-shifting with
intervention by Government. I don’t
think that will work. I think a lot of
people will end up getting hurt by that
approach. I think there would be a lot
of unintended consequences.

The right kind of approach, the one
advocated in the bipartisan Snowe-
Wyden prescription drug bill, uses mar-
ketplace forces. It gives seniors the
kind of bargaining power that health
maintenance organizations would have.
Those big organizations, the health
maintenance organizations, can go out
and negotiate deep discounts. They use
their bargaining power in the market-
place to get discounts. What happens is
seniors get shellacked twice. They get
hit once because Medicare doesn’t
cover prescription drugs.

Medicare started out as half a loaf
back in 1965. It did not cover prescrip-
tions and eyeglasses and hearing aids
and a variety of needs older people
have. But as a result of the escalating
costs of health care, a lot of seniors are
paying more proportionately out of
pocket today than when Medicare
began in 1965.

So seniors are not able to afford their
prescriptions, and that senior pur-
chaser, a low-income elderly widow, in
effect has to subsidize the big pur-
chasers, the health maintenance orga-
nizations that can negotiate discounts.

There is a right way and a wrong way
to deal with the issue of affordable
medication. The wrong way is to create
a one-size-fits-all Federal regime and
put the Government in the business of
trying to orchestrate this entire pro-
gram. The other is to use a model that
we know works. Under our proposal—
we call it SPICE, the Senior Prescrip-
tion Insurance Coverage Equity Act—
Senator SNOWE and I, we reject this
Government model. We use an ap-

proach that has private sector options
and choices and gives seniors bar-
gaining power.

We hope more older people will send
us copies of their prescription drug
bills. This poster really says it all to
seniors and their families:

Send us copies of your prescription drug
bills.

Send them to your Senator. Write to:
Your Senator, U.S. Senate, Washington,

D.C.

I am going to wrap up tonight—be-
cause I know several of our colleagues
would like to discuss matters impor-
tant to them—with just a couple of
other letters.

From the Oregon coast in the last
few days, I received a particularly
poignant letter. It is from an indi-
vidual with an income of about $1,000
per month. She has to take prescrip-
tion medicine, a number of prescrip-
tions. Over the last few months, out of
her $1,000-a-month income, she has had
to spend almost $700. That is just over
the last few months, from somebody
who is on a very modest income.

Picture any one of us, or our rel-
atives, trying to get by on an income of
$1,000 a month and having to spend a
significant portion of it, around $700
just in recent days, on prescriptions.
We know they would not be able to do
it. But that is the reality of what sen-
iors on the Oregon coast are facing.
That is the reality of what seniors all
over this country are facing. That is
what the bipartisan Snowe-Wyden pre-
scription drug bill seeks to deal with.
We want that person to get some real
relief. We think it is time for the Sen-
ate to act on a bipartisan basis.

One other letter I received from the
Willamette Valley, not far from my
hometown, I thought was also particu-
larly poignant. This was from a senior
who sent me, really, all of his prescrip-
tions. Just as we said in our poster,
send us copies of your prescription
drug bills, I think a lot of the seniors
are doing it in a pretty detailed fash-
ion. This is just an example of what I
received from one older person in the
Willamette Valley. She reports, on a
very modest income, she is spending
$236 a month on her prescription drugs.
As she reports, that is without the
over-the-counter medication she also
has to take. She is 78 years old. She is
concerned about whether or not the
Senate is going to act. She is pretty
skeptical, just the way a lot of other
seniors are in our country. What we
need to show is this Senate is willing
to tackle these issues and do it on a bi-
partisan basis.

The time for finger pointing and
scapegoating on this issue is over. We
cannot wait for another year, another
full year, for action on this matter. We
ought to move now. There is one bipar-
tisan bill before the Senate, one which
I believe can bring Democrats and Re-
publicans together. I am going to keep
coming back to the floor of the Senate
to talk about the SPICE Program, the
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Senior Prescription Insurance Cov-
erage Equity Act. It is voluntary in na-
ture. Nobody is required to change any-
thing. No senior, no family, would be
required to change anything in their
buying practices should they choose to
continue doing exactly what they are
doing. But for millions of older people,
the SPICE Program, the Senior Pre-
scription Insurance Coverage Equity
Act, will be a bargain. It will be a win-
ner because it will give seniors the
kind of bargaining power the big health
maintenance organizations have had.

It is not right, in my view, to give
those buyers significant power in the
marketplace and just say seniors and
families do not matter. In effect, that
is what we are doing. We are telling
them: You go on out and do your best,
walk into a pharmacy, and even though
you are subsidizing the big buyers, this
Senate will not do anything about it.

I believe it is time for bipartisan ac-
tion on this. I believe it is time to cre-
ate an approach to cover prescription
drugs under Medicare that uses the
forces of the marketplace, that is bi-
partisan, and that helps hold costs
down. I believe a lot of seniors cannot
afford their prescriptions. There is a
right way and a wrong way to deal with
it. The bipartisan Snowe-Wyden legis-
lation is what we think is the appro-
priate way to go. We are going to con-
tinue to come to this floor and talk
about the need for action on it.

As this poster says, what will help is
if seniors send in copies of their pre-
scription drug bills. We urge seniors to
send them to us and send them to their
Senator here in the U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC 20510, because that will help
Members of the Senate to see how ur-
gent is this need.

The need was great years ago, but it
is getting even greater. Too many older
people every week are having to make
a choice between their food costs and
their fuel costs and their fuel costs and
their medical bills. Let us show we can
deliver on this important issue. There
is a bipartisan bill now before the Sen-
ate. We hope seniors, as this poster
says, will be in touch with us to let us
know their feelings on this important
matter.

I intend to keep coming back to the
floor of the Senate until we get action
on this issue.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The majority leader.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent there now be a period
for the transaction of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

NURSING RELIEF FOR DISADVAN-
TAGED AREAS ACT OF 1999

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on Octo-
ber 22, the Senate passed by unanimous

consent the Nursing Relief for Dis-
advantaged Areas Act of 1999. The Sen-
ate agreed, also by unanimous consent,
to an amendment of mine added to that
legislation. My amendment made a
technical clarification to the L visa
program. Unfortunately, an ‘‘Interpre-
tation of Technical Amendment’’ at
the end of my remarks on my amend-
ment was inadvertently left out of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I ask unani-
mous consent it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

INTERPRETATION OF TECHNICAL AMENDMENT

‘‘Collective’’ and ‘‘collectively’’ refer to a
relationship between the accounting and
management consulting firms or the elected
members (partners, shareholders, members,
employees) of the various accounting and
management consulting firms, inclusive of
both accounting service firms and manage-
ment consulting service firms or the elected
members (partners, shareholders, members,
employees) thereof.

An entity shall be considered to be ‘‘mar-
keting its services under the same inter-
nationally recognized name directly or indi-
rectly under an agreement’’ if it engages in
a trade or business and markets its trade or
business under the same internationally rec-
ognized name and one of the following direct
or indirect relationships apply to the entity:

(a) It has an agreement with the worldwide
coordinating organization, or

(b) It is a parent, branch, subsidiary or af-
filiate relationship to an entity which has an
agreement with a qualifying worldwide co-
ordinating organization, or

(c) It is majority owned by members of
such entity with an agreement and/or the
members of its parent, subsidiary or affiliate
entities, or

(d) It is indirectly party to one or more
agreements connecting it to the worldwide
coordinating organization, as shown by facts
and circumstances.

This provision is intended to provide the
basis of continued L visa program eligibility
for those worldwide coordinating organiza-
tions which may in the future divide or spin-
off parallel business units which may inde-
pendently plan to associate with a non-col-
lective worldwide coordinating organization.

f

CLOTURE VOTE ON H.R. 434

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I re-
gret that because of a long-standing
commitment, I will not be here for to-
morrow’s vote on cloture on H.R. 434,
The Sub-Saharan Africa Free Trade
Act. If I could be here, I would vote
against cloture.

I strongly oppose the majority lead-
er’s decision to fill the amendment tree
to prevent us from offering amend-
ments on some of the most important
issues facing working families in this
country, especially the minimum wage.

Federal Reserve Board Chairman
Alan Greenspan has said numerous
times that increased trade has raised
the standards of living and the quality
of life for almost all countries involved
in trade, and especially the quality of
life in our own country. Chairman
Greenspan believes that the number
one benefit of trade is not simply jobs,
but enhanced standards of living.

I can think of no more important en-
hancement to the standard of living of
America’s hardest pressed working
families than to increase the minimum
wage. Surely, it is appropriate to send
the message on this legislation that in-
creased trade must definitely mean a
better quality of life for the working
poor.

I had hoped to offer an amendment to
raise the minimum wage to this bill,
but the majority leader’s actions pre-
vent me from doing that. This trade
bill has been offered to enhance the
standards of living for workers in Afri-
ca and the Caribbean. I am certainly in
favor of that, but there are honest dis-
agreements as to whether the proposal
before us effectively does so. But, while
we express our concern for workers in
these nations, we cannot forget about
the workers in our own country.

I commend President Clinton for
making trade with Africa a priority for
his administration. His leadership is
the driving force behind this entire de-
bate. As the Senate debates trade with
Sub-Saharan Africa and the Caribbean
region, we must ensure that we take
the right approach to building these
vital partnerships. Clearly, we must
strengthen our economic ties with
these nations, but I am not convinced
the proposal before us is the best way
to do so.

Unfortunately, the majority leader’s
actions have also prevented anyone on
this side of the aisle from offering ger-
mane amendments that will help us to
build lasting partnerships between Af-
rican and American businesses, provide
strong protections for workers rights,
and preserve the environment. We
clearly had an opportunity to enact a
bill that would make trade with Africa
and the Caribbean Basin countries a
win-win for all of the nations involved,
but the majority leader’s actions have
made that impossible.

Any bill on Africa that comes before
the Senate should address both trade
and the other important issues facing
Africa today. It must deal with the
AIDS crisis. It must offer substantial
debt relief. And it must restore foreign
aid. Yet the proposal currently before
the Senate is silent on these funda-
mental issues facing Africa. I am
pleased that Senator FEINGOLD, Sen-
ator DURBIN, and other Senators are
prepared to offer amendments that ad-
dress all of these concerns, and I
strongly support them.

I am also very concerned about the
impact of the pending bill on our tex-
tile and apparel industries, which are
often hardest hit by imports. These in-
dustries remain a critical source of em-
ployment for many American workers.
In Massachusetts, many textile and ap-
parel employees live in the Merrimack
Valley and in Southeastern Massachu-
setts. They work hard, and they have
made a lasting impact on our state’s
history and culture.
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I believe even the proponents of this

bill will admit that the short-term ef-
fect of the legislation will be an accel-
eration of job loss in the apparel sec-
tor. And while this bill includes a re-
authorization of the Trade Adjustment
Assistance Program, which I strongly
support, nothing in this bill will create
a single job for these displaced workers
to have.

While Massachusetts continues to be
a leader in exports, many small compa-
nies and workers are suffering as a re-
sult of the trade deficits caused by the
economic crises in Asia and South
America. In response to the needs of
companies hurt by imports, the Trade
Adjustment Assistance Program in
general, and the New England Trade
Adjustment Assistance Center in par-
ticular, exist as valuable resources.
They offer vital assistance to firms and
workers suffering from competition by
imports. The Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Program is an effective initiative
that has been shown to provide a re-
turn on investment of up to 348 per-
cent.

The American people, I believe, will
hold this Congress responsible for re-
fusing to address so many issues which
are critical to our families and our
communities. The majority has once
again turned a deaf ear to the pleas of
the American people for action, and I
regret this latest missed opportunity.

f

DRYLAND DEGRADATION AND ITS
IMPACT ON TRADE RELATIONS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as
the Senate considers the Africa Growth
and Opportunity Act, I would like to
draw my colleagues’ attention to an
important article from the President of
the Corporate Council on Africa, Dr.
Mima S. Nedelcovych, concerning Afri-
ca’s problem of severe dryland degrada-
tion (known as ‘‘desertification’’) as it
affects our trade relations.

The Corporate Council on Africa,
CCA, includes 180 members with sub-
stantial business interests in Africa,
including such industry giants as Gen-
eral Electric, Ford Motor Company,
IBM, Citibank, ConAgra, Cargill,
AGCO, 3M, Pfizer, Land O’Lakes, Chev-
ron, Texaco, Bristol-Myers Squibb, Eli
Lilly, Raytheon and Rhone-Poulenc
USA. Recently Dr. Nedelcovych, who
also serves as Vice President for Inter-
national Business Development for F.C.
Schaffer & Associates, published a
short article entitled ‘‘Africa’s Creep-
ing Desert, A Problem for the U.S.
Too,’’ in the CCA’s Perspectives on Af-
rica (Fall 1999).

In it, Dr. Nedelcovych outlines clear-
ly the extent to which the degradation
of Africa’s agricultural land is under-
mining one of the continent’s most
crucial natural resources, impeding
economic growth, and slowing the
hoped-for shift from aid to trade.
Cocoa, coffee, cotton, cola nuts and
spices grown in Africa end up in a myr-
iad of everyday processed products on
American store shelves, but land on

which they are produced is increas-
ingly threatened by a combination of
bad management practices, drought
and poverty.

As a boost to U.S. trade relations
with Africa, Dr. Nedelcovych makes a
strong case for full U.S. participation
in the 1994 United Nations Convention
to Combat Desertification, not just be-
cause it seeks to help Africa’s agricul-
tural sector grow and achieve food self-
sufficiency, but because it will also
open greater opportunities for U.S.
sales to Africa, including seeds, agri-
cultural machinery, irrigation equip-
ment as well as a wide range of auto-
mobiles, pharmaceuticals, electronic
equipment and other goods to more
prosperous African consumers.

Dr. Nedelcovych ends with an urgent
plea for the Senate to ratify this im-
portant agreement without delay. With
a world population now over 6 billion
and fertile farmland shrinking at an
alarming rate worldwide, I heartily
support Senate action on the Conven-
tion to Combat Desertification.

I ask unanimous consent that Dr.
Nedelcovych’s article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[Published by The Corporate Council on
Africa, Fall 1999]

PERSPECTIVES ON AFRICA

A QUARTERLY JOURNAL OF DIALOGUE AND
OPINION

AFRICA’S CREEPING DESERT—A PROBLEM FOR
THE U.S. TOO

(By Dr. Mima S. Nedelcovych, President,
Corporate Council on Africa)

We Americans are well known for our inge-
nuity and problem-solving abilities. All too
often, however, we also are noted for our in-
ability to see crises in advance and deal with
problems when they are still easily manage-
able.

One such issue is the world’s
desertification problem. In Africa, more than
two-thirds of the land is dry land, and ap-
proximately 70 percent of the population
lives on that land. They also grow crops such
as cocoa, coffee, cotton, cola nuts and spices
on that land. Moreover, rare and endngered
animals—a key to tourism in African coun-
tries—currently struggle to survive on that
land. Without effective land management
policies in developing nations, the need for
foreign aid will rise at a time when available
funds are shrinking.

The United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification has been designed to deal
with this problem in a cost-effective way.
The Convention does not call for the cre-
ation of a major new center of bureaucracy
at the UN, nor does it create a mandated
contribution by the United States. The onus
is placed on developing nations needing as-
sistance to devise a comprehensive national
plan to effectively deal with desertification.
However, if the United States Senate doesn’t
ratify this convention, the U.S. will be on
the outside of this process, which will di-
rectly endanger U.S. interests.

The U.S. private sector has five concerns
with how the problem of desertification is
handled. First, no issue is more important
than that of land use. The national plans
called for in the Convention will govern all
land use—not just agricultural land. Oil
drilling, mining and manufacturing oper-

ations, all will be affected by this conven-
tion. If the United States fails to ratify this
Convention, we will have no voice in the de-
velopment and implementation of national
land use plans.

Second, the United States sells hundreds of
millions of dollars in irrigation and related
equipment to Africa each year, as well as
seeds and agricultural equipment. Compa-
nies and experts in nations that ratify the
Convention will be placed on a roster of serv-
ice providers. While America currently has a
competitive advantage, that advantage will
soon disappear if U.S. firms and experts are
not on the convention-generated list. Our
firms will then face the prospect of losing
contracts to countries such as Spain, Por-
tugal, Italy and Greece, who will provide
technology based on what we have developed
earlier.

Third, U.S. firms purchase millions of dol-
lars of agricultural goods each year from de-
veloping nations. Products such as coffee,
cocoa, cotton, cola nuts and spices are grown
on dry or sub-humid lands facing the impact
of desertification. Many consumers products
we now use would cost more if the problem
of desertification is not dealt with success-
fully. A morning cup of coffee surely would
be more expensive—so would the chocolates
given on Valentine’s Day. The prices for
items ranging from cooking oils or soft
drinks also would rise.

Fourth, it is much cheaper to work with
African nations to implement effective land
management plans than to send millions to
implement disjointed anti-desertification ef-
forts and hundreds of millions more to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance to combat the
effects of droughts and other natural catas-
trophes caused by desertification after they
occur. Individual taxpayers and corporations
certainly would appreciate a more cost-effec-
tive approach to this problem.

Finally, developing nations—particularly
African nations—see this Convention as
their major international initiative. The
Convention was developed with the assist-
ance of the United States Government. To
date, all but Australia and the United States
have ratified this Convention. U.S. failure to
ratify this Convention will leave the United
States Government, U.S. corporations and
American experts out of the anti-
desertification process. Moreover, it will poi-
son our relations with African and other de-
veloping nations who believe non-ratifica-
tion is a lack of support of their efforts to
both deal with their problem and join global
markets.

It is critical that the U.S. business commu-
nity let the U.S. Senate know the impor-
tance we place on the ratification of the Con-
vention to Combat Desertification. Poten-
tially billions of dollars—and more impor-
tantly, millions of lives—depend on what the
Senate does about this issue in the next few
weeks.

f

PROPOSED DELAY IN FUNDING
FOR THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES
OF HEALTH

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my serious concern
that House and Senate negotiators
have agreed to delay for one year al-
most all of the proposed increase in the
National Institutes of Health (NIH)
budget for FY 2000. I strongly disagree
with this approach to balancing the
budget. Fully funding biomedical re-
search at the NIH should be one of our

VerDate 12-OCT-99 04:54 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G28OC6.132 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13391October 28, 1999
highest priorities, and I intend to op-
pose proposals that would delay fund-
ing for the NIH or fail to provide suffi-
cient funding to ensure continued ad-
vancement in the field of biomedical
research.

The proposed delay in NIH’s author-
ity to use $7.5 billion of its FY 2000
funding will mean that no new grants
could be made until the end of the fis-
cal year. Thus, a one-year freeze will be
put on all new biomedical research.
Moreover, some on-going grants will
have to be short-funded. For those suf-
fering from life-threatening diseases, a
one-year delay could be devastating.
We cannot imperil continued progress
in an area as important as biomedical
research.

As our Nation searches for ways to
improve health care for all its citizens,
the need to ensure stability and vital-
ity in biomedical research programs is
increasingly imperative. Biomedical
research has fundamentally changed
our approach to treating disease and
illness and has revolutionized the prac-
tice of medicine. Through the NIH, the
Federal government has been the sin-
gle largest contributor to the recent
advances made in biomedical research,
and NIH research has played a major
role in the key medical breakthroughs
of our time.

Biomedical research at the NIH has
also contributed significantly to the
growth of this Nation’s biotechnology,
medical device, and pharmaceutical in-
dustries. Many of the new drugs and
medical devices currently in use were
developed based on biomedical research
supported by the NIH. NIH research has
paved the way for the development of
pharmaceutical, biotechnology, and
medical device industries that have
created millions of high wage jobs.

The promise of continued break-
throughs in the eradication of disease
and the overall improvement in public
health are contingent upon our com-
mitment to supporting our scientists
and researchers with adequate tools
and resources. However, today, only
one of three approved research pro-
posals can be funded.

We must maintain our commitment
to achieving full funding for bio-
medical research by FY 2002. Last year,
we provided NIH with a downpayment
on the resources it will need to take
full advantage of the overwhelming op-
portunities for scientific advancement
currently available in the field of bio-
medical research. This year, again we
started on the right track by including
another fifteen percent increase in the
NIH budget. However, the proposed one
percent overall budget cut will have a
dramatic impact on the grant-making
capacity of the NIH. As a result of this
cut, 500 to 550 fewer grants will be
awarded by the NIH next year.

This most recent proposal to require
that the NIH delay spending approxi-
mately $2 billion of its FY 2000 funding
until FY 2001, essentially revokes the
entire increase for next year and goes
back on our promise to substantially

increase NIH funding by 2002. This ad-
ditional funding cut will disrupt and
delay research fundamental to saving
lives and improving public health. It
will also critically undermine our
progress toward securing a strong and
stable funding stream needed to ensure
continued advances in biomedical re-
search.

The proposed delay in NIH funding
for FY 2000 is unconscionable. I will op-
pose it, and I urge the President to
veto any conference report that in-
cludes this proposal.

f

AGJOBS ACT OF 1999
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I’m

pleased to have joined Senators GOR-
DON SMITH, BOB GRAHAM, MAX
CLELAND, and several other colleagues
this week in introducing S. 1814. This
bill is a new, improved version of the
Agricultural Job Opportunity, Bene-
fits, and Security Act—or, as we call it,
the ‘‘AgJOBS’’ bill.

We are facing a growing crisis—for
both farm workers and growers.

We want and need a stable, predict-
able, legal work force in American ag-
riculture.

Willing American workers deserve a
system that puts them first in line for
available jobs with fair, market wages.
We want all workers to receive decent
treatment and equal protection under
the law.

Consumers deserve a safe, stable, do-
mestic food supply.

American citizens and taxpayers de-
serve secure borders and a government
that works.

Yet Americans are being threatened
on all these counts, because of a grow-
ing labor shortage in agriculture, while
the only program currently in place to
respond, the H–2A Guest Worker Pro-
gram, is profoundly broken.

Last year, the Senate adopted mean-
ingful H–2A reform, on a bipartisan
vote of 68–31. Unfortunately, that bi-
partisan floor amendment did not sur-
vive the last round of negotiations over
the omnibus appropriations bill last
year.

This year, the problem is only grow-
ing worse. Therefore, we are intro-
ducing a new, improved bill. The name
of the bill says it all—‘‘AgJOBS’’.

Mr. President, our farm workers need
this reform bill.

There is no debate about whether
many—or most—farm wokers are
aliens.

They are. And they will be, for the
foreseeable future. The question is
whether they will be here legally or il-
legally.

Immigrants not legally authorized to
work in this country know they must
work in hiding.

They cannot even claim basic legal
rights and protections. They are vul-
nerable to predation and exploitation.
They sometimes have been stuffed
inhumanly into dangerously enclosed
truck trailers and car trunks, in order
to be transported, hidden from the view
of the law.

In fact, they have been known to pay
‘‘coyotes’’—labor smugglers—$1,000 and
more to be smuggled into this country.

In contrast, legal workers have legal
protections.

They can assert wage, safety, and
other legal protections. They can bar-
gain openly and join unions. H–2A
workers, in fact, are even guaranteed
housing and transportation.

Clearly, the status quo is broken.
Domestic American workers simply

are not being found to fill agricultural
jobs.

Our own General Accounting Office
has estimated that 600,000 farm work-
ers—37 percent of the total 1.6 million
agricultural work force—are not le-
gally authorized to work in this coun-
try.

That estimate is low; it’s based on
self-disclosure by illegal workers to
government interviewers.

Some actually have suggested that
there is no labor shortage, because
there are plenty of illegal workers.
This is not an acceptable answer.

Congress has shown its commitment
over the past few years to improve the
security of our borders, both in the 1996
immigration law and in subsequent ap-
propriations.

Between computerized checking by
the Social Security Administration
and audits and raids by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, more
and more employers are discovering
they have undocumented employees;
and more and more workers here ille-
gally are being discovered and evicted
from their jobs.

Outside of H–2A, employers have no
reliable assurance that their employees
are legal.

It’s worse than a Catch-22—the law
actually punishes the employer who
could be called ‘‘too diligent’’ in in-
quiring into the identification docu-
ments of prospective workers.

The H–2A status quo is slow, bureau-
cratic, and inflexible. It does nothing
to recognize the uncertainties farmers
face, from changes in the weather to
global market demands.

The H–2A status quo is complicated
and legalistic. DOL’s compliance man-
ual alone is 325 pages.

The current H–2A process is so hard
to use, it will place only 34,000 legal
guest workers this year—2 percent of
the total agricultural work force.

Finally, the grower can’t even count
on his or her government to do its job.

The GAO has found that, in more
than 40 percent of the cases in which
employers filed H–2A applications at
least 60 days before the date of need,
the DOL missed statutory deadlines in
processing them.

The solution we need is the AgJOBS
Act of 1999.

Our new, improved AgJOBS bill in-
cludes three main parts:

First, it would create a national
AgJOBS registry.

This new program would match will-
ing workers anywhere in the U.S. with
available farm work. Workers would be
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free to work where they want and for
whom they want.

Domestic American workers would be
given first preference in job referrals.
Once no domestic worker is available
for a job, an ‘‘adjusting’’ worker could
receive a referral. If no domestic or ad-
justing worker is available, an em-
ployer could then use the H–2A pro-
gram.

This is essentially the same job reg-
istry as in last year’s bill, expanded to
accommodate the new category of ad-
justing workers.

Second, it includes much-needed re-
forms to the H–2A program.

Currently, red tape, regulation, and
bureaucracy has rendered the H–2A
program almost completely ineffective.

Our reformed H–2A program would
expedite the process and more closely
reflect market reality. Current red
tape, delays, and paperwork would be
reduced or eliminated. Growers would
be assured of the timely availability of
workers.

Employers still would be required to
provide transportation in out of the
U.S., as under the current H–2A pro-
gram. Employers must provide either a
housing allowance or actual housing to
H–2A workers. After 3 years, actual
housing would be required, unless the
governor of a state certified a housing
shortage. This is a more stringent
housing requirement than last year’s
bill.

The premium wage guaranteed to H–
2A workers—called the Adverse Eco-
nomic Wage Rate or ‘‘AEWR’’—would
be based more accurately on prevailing
wage paid to similar workers in that
area. This is similar to current law,
but other jobs, those not closely re-
lated, would be excluded from the cal-
culation of the AEWR. This simply
would ensure that the AEWR more
closely reflected prevailing wages for
that particular type of work. In the
case of low-wage jobs, a premium
would be added to the wage. This would
still mean H–2A wages higher than vir-
tually all non-H–2A farm worker
wages. In other words, current H–2A
workers would still have significant
wage protection, and virtually all new
H–2A workers would get a raise.

Third, the bill creates a one-time-
only new Category called ‘‘Adjusting’’
Workers.

Experienced farm workers who are
already in the U.S. would be allowed to
stay if:

—They have worked at least 150 days
in agriculture in the 12 months before
the October 27 introduction of this bill;

—They agree to work at least 180
days a year, only in agriculture, for at
least 5 of the next 7 years; during this
5–7 year adjustment period, they would
be in a temproary, non-immigrant sta-
tus;

—They return to their home country
at least 2 months a year (during the 5–
7 year adjustment period. Those with
U.S.-born children—i.e., children who
were already U.S. citizens—could stay
year-round, but must agree to work in
agriculture 240 days/year.

‘‘Adjusting’’ workers would be earn-
ing the right to keep their jobs or move
to other agricultural jobs. Eventually,
they could earn the right to a so-called
‘‘green card’’—in other words, perma-
nent residency.

For one moment, I want to mention,
and then dispose of, the ‘‘A-Word″:

This bill is not about amnesty, for
several reasons. I have always been op-
posed to amnesty for illegal immi-
grants. If this were an amnesty bill, I’d
be against it.

This bill is about workers who are al-
ready here, for employers who need
them and value their services, earning
a right to stay.

Amnesty is a gift; this bill is about
earning a right. Amnesty means one is
home free; this bill is about stabilizing
the agricultural work force and condi-
tions residency on a 5–7 year agree-
ment to continue in farm work.

The level of documentation required
to prove a worker already has been
working in the U.S. is much stricter
than for any past amnesty law.

In closing, Mr. President, this is win-
win legislation.

It will elevate and protect the rights,
working conditions, and safety of
workers. It will help workers—first do-
mestic American workers, then other
workers already here, then foreign
guest workers—find the jobs they want
and need.

It will assure growers of a stable,
legal supply of workers, within a pro-
gram that recognizes market realities.
The adjusted-worker provisions also
will give growers one-time assistance
in adjusting to the new labor market
realities of the 21st Century.

It will assure all Americans of a safe,
consistent, affordable food supply.

The nation needs the Smith-Graham-
Craig-Cleland AgJOBS bill. I invite the
rest of my colleagues to join us as co-
sponsors; and I urge the Senate and the
House to act promptly to enact this
legislation into law.

f

THE HUNGER RELIEF ACT OF 1999
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes-

terday Senators SPECTER, LEAHY, JEF-
FORDS, and I introduced The Hunger
Relief Act of 1999, S. 1805. Our goals in
this legislation are to promote self-suf-
ficiency and the transition from wel-
fare to work, and to eradicate child-
hood hunger by increasing the avail-
ability of food stamps to low-income
working families. Republicans and
Democrats share these goals, and it de-
serves broad bipartisan support.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill and the statement
of organizations supporting the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1805
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Hunger Re-
lief Act of 1999’’.

SEC. 2. RESTORATION OF FOOD STAMP BENEFITS
FOR ALIENS.

(a) LIMITED ELIGIBILITY OF QUALIFIED
ALIENS FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Fed-

eral programs’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal pro-
gram’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (D)—
(I) by striking clause (ii); and
(II) in clause (i)—
(aa) by striking ‘‘(i)

SSI.—’’ and all that follows through ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A)’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the spec-
ified Federal program described in paragraph
(3)’’;

(bb) by redesignating subclauses (II)
through (IV) as clauses (ii) through (iv) and
indenting appropriately;

(cc) by striking ‘‘subclause (I)’’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘clause (i)’’; and

(dd) in clause (iv) (as redesignated by item
(bb)), by striking ‘‘this clause’’ and inserting
‘‘this subparagraph’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (E), by striking
‘‘paragraph (3)(A) (relating to the supple-
mental security income program)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (3)’’;

(iv) in subparagraph (F);
(I) by striking ‘‘Federal programs’’ and in-

serting ‘‘Federal program’’;
(II) in clause (ii)(I)—
(aa) by striking ‘‘(I) in the case of the spec-

ified Federal program described in paragraph
(3)(A),’’; and

(bb) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and inserting a pe-
riod; and

(III) by striking subclause (II);
(v) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘Fed-

eral programs’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal pro-
gram’’;

(vi) in subparagraph (H), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (3)(A) (relating to the supplemental se-
curity income program)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraph (3)’’; and

(vii) by striking subparagraphs (I), (J), and
(K); and

(B) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘means any’’ and all that

follows through ‘‘The supplemental’’ and in-
serting ‘‘means the supplemental’’; and

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B).
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

402(b)(2)(F) of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(b)(2)(F)) is amended by
striking ‘‘subsection (a)(3)(A)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (a)(3)’’.

(b) FIVE-YEAR LIMITED ELIGIBILITY OF
QUALIFIED ALIENS FOR FEDERAL MEANS-TEST-
ED PUBLIC BENEFIT.—Section 403 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1613) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(L) Assistance or benefits under the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.).’’;
and

(2) in subsection (d)—
(A) by striking ‘‘not apply’’ and all that

follows through ‘‘(1) an individual’’ and in-
serting ‘‘not apply to an individual’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘; or’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘402(a)(3)(B)’’.

(c) AUTHORITY FOR STATES TO PROVIDE FOR
ATTRIBUTION OF SPONSOR’S INCOME AND RE-
SOURCES TO THE ALIEN WITH RESPECT TO
STATE PROGRAMS.—Section 422(b) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1632(b)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
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‘‘(8) Programs comparable to assistance or

benefits under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.).’’.

(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR’S AFFI-
DAVIT OF SUPPORT.—Section 423(d) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1183a note; Public Law 104–193) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(12) Benefits under the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), if a sponsor is un-
able to make the reimbursement because the
sponsor experiences hardship (including
bankruptcy, disability, and indigence) or if
the sponsor experiences severe cir-
cumstances beyond the control of the spon-
sor, as determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture.’’.

(e) DERIVATIVE ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.—
Section 436 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1646) is repealed.

(f) APPLICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), this section and the amend-
ments made by this section shall apply to as-
sistance or benefits provided under the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) for
months beginning on or after October 1, 2001.

(2) REFUGEES AND ASYLEES.—In the case of
an alien described in section 402(a)(2)(A) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(A)), this section and the amend-
ments made by this section shall apply to as-
sistance or benefits provided under the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) for
months beginning on or after April 1, 2000.
SEC. 3. VEHICLE ALLOWANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(g)(2) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(2)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B)(iv)—
(A) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘subparagraphs (C) and (D)’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘to the extent that’’ and all

that follows through the end of the clause
and inserting ‘‘to the extent that the fair
market value of the vehicle exceeds $4,650;
and’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(D) ALTERNATIVE VEHICLE ALLOWANCE.—If

the vehicle allowance standards that a State
agency uses to determine eligibility for as-
sistance under the State program funded
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) would result in
a lower attribution of resources to certain
households than under subparagraph (B)(iv),
in lieu of applying subparagraph (B)(iv), the
State agency may elect to apply the State
vehicle allowance standards to all house-
holds that would incur a lower attribution of
resources under the State vehicle allowance
standards.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section take effect on July 1,
2000.
SEC. 4. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF EXCESS SHELTER

EXPENSE DEDUCTION.
Section 5(e)(7)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(7)(B)) is amended by
striking clauses (iii) and (iv) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(iii) for fiscal year 1999, $275, $478, $393,
$334, and $203 per month, respectively;

‘‘(iv) for fiscal year 2000, $280, $483, $398,
$339, and $208 per month, respectively;

‘‘(v) for fiscal year 2001, $340, $543, $458,
$399, and $268 per month, respectively; and

‘‘(vi) for fiscal year 2002 and each subse-
quent fiscal year, the applicable amount dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year, as adjusted to
reflect changes for the 12-month period end-
ing the preceding November 30 in the Con-
sumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers
published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of the Department of Labor.’’.

SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR ADDITIONAL COMMODITIES
UNDER EMERGENCY FOOD ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAM.

Section 214 of the Emergency Food Assist-
ance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7515) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other

funds that are made available to carry out
this section, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to purchase and make available
additional commodities under this section
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2005.

‘‘(2) DIRECT EXPENSES.—Not less than 15
percent of the amount made available under
paragraph (1) shall be used to pay direct ex-
penses (as defined in section 204(a)(2)) in-
curred by emergency feeding organizations
to distribute additional commodities to
needy persons.’’.

STATEMENT OF ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING
THE HUNGER RELIEF ACT OF 1999

Our broad coalition of anti-hunger, immi-
grant, religious, labor, children’s, elderly,
and allied groups urges passage of the Ken-
nedy-Specter Hunger Relief Act of 1999. This
crucial legislation would help to address a
serious problem plaguing millions of chil-
dren and adults—widespread hunger and food
insecurity.

The bill would target Food Stamp Program
improvements to ensure more adequate nu-
trition assistance for at-risk groups, espe-
cially needy legal immigrants and low-in-
come households with children, including
working families and families with children
with high shelter costs. It also would provide
greater resources through The Emergency
Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) for those
families, children, and elderly turning to
food pantries and other emergency feeding
sites.

Recent studies confirm that, despite a
strong overall economy, hunger and food in-
security are prevalent in communities across
the country. While participation in the Food
Stamp Program declined by more than seven
million persons over the past three years,
many working parents still struggle to feed
their families. A July 1999 GAO study con-
cludes, ‘‘children’s participation in the Food
Stamp Program has dropped more sharply
than the number of children living in pov-
erty, indicating a growing gap between need
and assistance.’’ USDA has determined that
6.1 million adults and 3.3 million children
lived in households which experienced hun-
ger during 1998, and hunger rates are highest
in households with children led by single
women and minorities. An Urban Institute
study of former welfare recipients finds that
33% have to skip or cut meals due to lack of
food.

The toll hunger takes on individuals, fami-
lies, and communities is serious. Children
who lack adequate daily nutrition score
lower on tests, miss school more often, have
more disciplinary difficulties, and face in-
creased health risks. Hunger diminishes
adults’ health and ability to concentrate as
well. And hunger diminishes all of us as a so-
ciety when we allow hunger in the midst of
such affluence. Hunger has a cure and our
nation must take steps to implement that
cure.

This legislation takes several important
steps in alleviating hunger. First, it builds
on the bipartisan down payment the 1998 Ag-
ricultural Research Act made in restorations
of benefits for needy legal immigrants. The
Hunger Relief Act restores food stamp eligi-
bility to all otherwise eligible legal immi-
grants. Among these are taxpayers working
in low-income jobs, parents of young chil-
dren, and elderly persons.

Second, the bill updates food stamp rules.
Most low-income parents need a car to get to
work, but families who own a vehicle worth
more than $4,650 may be disqualified from re-
ceiving food stamps. This limit has risen
only $150 since 1977, and is less than the
amount that most states deem appropriate
for allowing working parents to own a reli-
able car and still qualify for the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Pro-
gram. The Hunger Relief Act allows states
the option of using the same rules to count
the value of a vehicle under both TANF and
Food Stamp Programs.

Third, the bill helps low-income families
with children with high shelter costs. In
order to allow food stamp allotments to
more accurately reflect actual household
need, the Food Stamp Program takes into
account a household’s shelter expenses when
determining the household’s food stamp al-
lotment. The program does this by allowing
households to deduct shelter costs from their
income. Current food stamp rules, however,
cap the amount of shelter costs ($275 now,
$300 starting in FY 2001) that non-elderly,
non-disabled households may deduct, leaving
many families with children forced to choose
between heating and eating. The hunger Re-
lief Act raises the food stamp shelter deduc-
tion cap to $320 per month over four years
and then indexes it to inflation.

Fourth, the Hunger Relief Act bolsters
TEFAP, which since 1983 has leveraged pri-
vate and volunteer resources in communities
across the country to meet short-term nutri-
tion needs of families in crisis and provided
an outlet for excess government-owned com-
modities. As many as one in ten Americans
a year turn to the emergency feeding net-
work. Last December the U.S. Conference of
Mayors reported that requests for emergency
food assistance had increased by an average
of 14%, with 78% of the cities registering in-
creases. According to a report released by
America’s Second Harvest in 1998, 39% of
those who sought emergency food were em-
ployed, with half of those employed full-
time. The private charitable sector cannot
meet present needs alone. The Hunger Relief
Act authorizes additional appropriations of
$100 million over five years for commodity
purchases and food distribution costs, ap-
proximately 10% more than present spend-
ing.

The Hunger Relief Act would make impor-
tant progress in addressing hunger in Amer-
ica. Please add your voice to those leaders
supporting the initiative.

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

America’s Second Harvest.
American Association of School Adminis-

trators.
American Ethical Union, Washington Eth-

ical Action Office.
American Federation of State, County, and

Municipal Employees (AFSCME).
American Federation of Teachers.
American Friends Service Committee.
American Jewish Committee.
American Network of Community Options

and Resources.
American Protestant Health Alliance.
American School Food Service Associa-

tion.
Americans for Democratic Action.
Asian & Pacific Island American Health

Forum.
Bread for the World.
Catholic Charities, USA.
Center for Law and Social Policy.
Center for Women Policy Studies.
Children’s Defense Fund.
Coalition on Human Needs.
Communications Workers of America.
Food and Allied Service Trades, AFL–CIO.
Food Research and Action Center.

VerDate 12-OCT-99 04:54 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A28OC6.024 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13394 October 28, 1999
Immigration and Refugee Services of

America.
Jewish Council for Public Affairs.
Jewish Labor Committee.
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights.
Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Serv-

ice.
Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs,

ELCA.
Lutheran Services in America.
MAZON: A Jewish Response to Hunger.
McCauley Institute.
Mennonite Central Committee U.S., Wash-

ington Office.
Migrant Legal Action Program.
National Asian Pacific American Legal

Consortium.
National Association of Social Workers.
National Center for Youth Law.
National Center on Poverty Law.
National Coalition for the Homeless.
National Council of Churches.
National Council of La Raza.
National Council of Senior Citizens.
National Council of Women’s Organiza-

tions.
National Federation of Filipino American

Associations.
National Immigration Law Center.
National Korean American Service and

Education Consortium.
National Urban League, Inc.
NETWORK, A National Catholic Social

Justice Lobby.
Presbyterian Church (USA), Washington

Office.
RESULTS.
Service Employees International Union.
The Childrenós Foundation.
The Episcopal Church.
Unitarian Universalist Association of Con-

gregations.
UNITE.
United Auto Workers (UAW).
United Church of Christ, Office for Church

in Society.
United Food and Commercial Workers

Union.
United Jewish Communities.
United Methodist Church, General Board of

Church and Society.
United States Catholic Conference.
U.S. Conference of Mayors.
Volunteers of America.
Welfare Law Center.
Women’s International League for Peace

and Freedom.
World Hunger Year.
World Relief National Immigration Re-

source Network.

Alabama

Alabama Coalition Against Hunger.
Alabama New South Coalition.
Bay Area Food Bank, Mobile.

Alaska

Catholic Social Services.
St. Francis House.

Arizona

Association of Arizona Food Bank.
Lutheran Advocacy Ministry in Arizona.
United Food Bank, Mesa.
Westside Food Bank, Sun City.
WHEAT (World Hunger Ecumenical Ari-

zona Task Force.

Arkansas

Arkansas Hunger Coalition.
Food Bank of Northeast Arkansas,

Jonesboro.

California

Alameda County Community Food Bank.
Asian and Pacific Islander Older Adults

Task Force.
Asian Community Mental Health Services.
Asian Law Alliance.
Asian Pacific American Legal Center.

Blue Collar and South Los Angeles Hous-
ing Maintenance.

Organization for Women.
California Association of Food Banks.
California Emergency Foodlink.
California Food Policy Advocates.
California Immigrant Welfare Collabo-

rative.
Center on Poverty Law and Economic

Opporutnity.
Central American Resource Center.
Child Care Food Program Roundtable.
Clinica Para las Americas.
Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights of

Los Angeles.
Coalition to Abolish Slavery & Traf-

ficking.
Community Food Bank, Fresno.
Desert Cities Hunger Action.
El Rescate Legal Services.
Employment Law Center/Legal Aid Soci-

ety of San Francisco.
Filipino Ameican Service Group, Inc.
Foodbank of Santa Barbara County.
Food Share, Inc., Oxnard.
Fresno Metro Ministry.
Homeless Health Care Los Angeles.
Human Services Network of Los Angeles.
Jewish Community Relations Committee

of The Jewish Federation of Greater Los An-
geles.

Kids in Common.
Korean Resource Center.
LA’s BEST After School Enrichment Pro-

gram.
Los Angeles Coalition to End Hunger and

Homelessness.
Los Angeles Regional Food Bank.
Marin Community Food Bank.
Mission San Jose Dominicans.
Northern California Coalition for Immi-

grant Rights.
Pico Union Westlake Cluster Network, Inc.
Plaza Community Center, Los Angeles.
Portals–South Central Opportunity Center.
Rakestraw Memorial Community Edu-

cation Center.
Riverside County Department of Commu-

nity Action.
Sacramento Hunger Commission.
Saint Margaretós Center, Catholic Char-

ities of Los Angeles.
San Francisco Food Bank.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Orange

County Senior.
Gleaners, Inc., North.
Highlands.
Sisters of the Holy Names, Justice and

Peace Committee.
Sisters of the Holy Names, California Prov-

ince.
Leadership.
Team.
Sisters of Saint Joseph Justice Office.
South Central Family Health Center.
The Lambda Letters Project.
Union Station Foundation.
Western Center on Law and Poverty.

Colorado
Colorado Refugee Services Program.
Community Food Share, Longmont.
Food Bank of the Rockies.
Immigrant Assistance Program.
Lutheran Office of Governmental Ministry.
Metro Caring.
Weld Food Bank.

Connecticut
End Hunger Connecticut.
Food Bank of Greater Hartford.
Hartford Food System.

Delaware

Food Bank of Delaware.
La Esperanza.

District of Columbia

Bread for the City and Zacchaeus Free
Clinic.

Florida
Daily Bread Food Bank.
Florida Atlantic University Department of

Social Work.
Florida Certified Organic Growers and Con-

sumers, Inc.
Florida Immigrant Advocacy Center.
Florida Impact.
Harry Chapin Food Bank of Southwest

Florida, Ft. Myers.
Lutheran Social Services of Northeast

Florida, Jacksonville.
Mercy Migrant Education Ministry.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Northeastern

Florida, Jacksonville.
Second Harvest Food Bank of the Big

Bend, Tallahassee.
Georgia

Atlanta Community Food Bank.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Coastal

Georgia, Savannah.
Hawaii

Sisters of St. Joseph, Hoomaluhia Commu-
nity.

The Hawaii Food Bank, Inc.
Idaho

Idaho Foodbank Warehouse, Inc.
Illinois

Bethlehem Center Food Bank.
Chicago Anti-Hunger Federation.
Fund for Immigrants and Refugees.
Greater Chicago Food Depository.
Heartland Alliance for Human Needs and

Human Rights.
Illinois Community Action Association.
Illinois Hunger Coalition.
Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Chi-

cago.
Loaves and Fishes, Etc. Peoria Area Food

Bank.
World Relief DuPage.

Indiana
North Central Indiana Food Bank, Inc.,

South Bend.
Proyecto Hispano (Mennonite Church).
Second Harvest Food Bank of Northwest

Indiana, Gary.
Second Harvest Food Bank of East Central

Indiana, Anderson.
Iowa

Cedar Valley Food Bank, Waterloo.
HACAP Food Reservoir, Cedar Rapids.
Iowa Coalition Against Domestic Violence.

Kansas
Campaign to End Childhood Hunger in

Kansas.
Kansas Food Bank Warehouse, Inc.

Kentucky
Godós Pantry Food Bank, Inc.
Kentucky Hunger Task Force.

Louisiana
Bread for the World, New Orleans.
Food Bank of Central Louisiana, Alexan-

dria.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Greater New

Orleans.
Maine

Catholic Charities, Maine, Social Justice
and Peace Services.

Good Shepard Food Bank, Lewiston.
Maine Association of Interdependent

Neighborhoods.
Maine Center for Economic Policy.
Maine Coalition for Food Security.
Partners in Ending Hunger.
Roman Catholic Diocese of Portland.

Maryland
Baltimore Jewish Council.
Center for Poverty Solutions.
The Maryland Food Bank, Inc.

Massachusetts
Boston Department of Neighborhood De-

velopment.
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Greater Boston Food Bank.
International Institute of Boston.
Massachusetts Citizens for Children and

Youth.
Massachusetts Immigrant and Refugee Ad-

vocacy, Coalition.
Mass Law Reform Institute.
Project Bread.
The Food Bank of Western Massachusetts,

Inc.
Worcester County Food Bank, Inc.,

Shrewsbury.
Michigan

Center for Civil Justice.
Detroit Food Security Council.
Food Bank of Eastern Michigan, Flint.
Food Bank of Oakland County, Pontiac.
Michigan Migrant Legal Assistance

Project, Inc.
Second Harvest Gleaners Food Bank of

Western Michigan, Inc., Grand Rapids.
Minnesota

Channel One Food Bank, Inc., Rochester.
Lutheran Coalition for Public Policy in

Minnesota.
Minnesota FoodShare.
Second Harvest Food Bank of the Northern

Lakes, Duluth.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Greater Min-

neapolis.
Mississippi

Mississippi Food Network.
Missouri

Citizens for Missouriós Children.
Harvesters—The Community Food Net-

work, Kansas City.
Missouri Assn. For Social Welfare.
Ozarks Food Harvest, Springfield.
Second Harvest Food Bank of the Missouri-

Kansas Region.
St. Louis Area Food Bank.

Montana
Gallatin Valley Food Bank.
Montana Food Bank Network.
Montana Hunger Coalition.

Nebraska
Nebraska Appleseed Center for Law in Pub-

lic Interest
Nevada

Food Bank of Northern Nevada, Sparks.
New Hampshire

New Hampshire Food Bank.
New Jersey

Catholic Community Services.
Center for Food Action in New Jersey.
Central New Jersey Maternal & Child

Health Consortium.
Community Food Bank of New Jersey,

Hillside.
Food Bank of Monmouth and Ocean Coun-

ties, Spring Lake.
Food Bank of South Jersey.
Guadalupe Family Services.
Immigration and Refugee Services, Diocese

of Trenton.
Lutheran Office of Governmental Ministry

in New Jersey.
Mercer Street Friends.
Mexican American Unity Council, Inc.
New Jersey Immigration Policy Network,

Inc.
North Hudson Community Action Corpora-

tion.
Sisters of Charity of Saint Elizabeth.
State Emergency Food and Anti-Hunger

Network.
UNITE New Jersey Council.

New Mexico
Lutheran Office of Governmental Ministry.
New Mexico Advocates for Children &

Families.
New Mexico Center on Law and Poverty.

New York
Boys and Girls Club of Rochester, Inc.

Cattaraugus Community Action,
Salamanca.

Center for Constitutional Rights.
Community Food Resource Center.
Council of Senior Centers and Services of

New York City, Inc.
Delaware Opportunities, Inc., Delhi.
Food Bank of Central New York, East Syr-

acuse.
Food Bank of the Southern Tier, Elmira.
Food Bank of Western New York, Buffalo.
Food For Survival, Bronx.
Health and Welfare Council of Long Island.
Hunger Action Network of New York

State.
Latino Commission on AIDS.
Long Island Cares, Inc.
New York Association for New Americans,

Inc. (NYANA).
New York Immigration Coalition.
Niagara Community Action Program, Inc.
Nutrition Consortium of New York State.
Regional Food Bank of Northeastern New

York, Latham.
SENSES: Statewide Emergency network

for Social and Economic.
Security.
SSEC RAICES.
The Legal Aid Society.
Utica Citizens in Action.

North Carolina
Manna Food Bank, Inc., Asheville.
North Carolina Hunger Network.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Metrolina.
The Advocacy for the Poor, Inc.
University of North Carolina Department

of Nutrition.
North Dakota

Great Plains Food Bank, Fargo.
Ohio

Association of Ohio Children’s.
Corryville Family Resource Center, Friars

Club.
Episcopal Public Policy Network—Ohio.
Hunger Network in Ohio.
Ohio Food Policy & Anti Poverty Action

Center.
Ohio Hunger Task Force.
Ohio Urban Resources System (OURS).
Public Children Services Association of

Ohio.
Second Harvest Food Bank of North Cen-

tral Ohio, Amherst.
Shared Harvest Foodbank, Inc., Fairfield.
Southeastern Ohio Legal Services, Athens.

Oklahoma
Tulsa Community Food Bank.

Oregon
Carpenters Food bank, Portland.
Lutheran Advocacy Ministry of Oregon.
Oregon Center for Public Policy.
Oregon Food Bank.
Oregon Hunger Relief Task Force.

Pennsylvania
Community Food Warehouse, Farrell.
Greater Berks Food Bank, Reading.
Greater Philadelphia Coalition Against

Hunger.
Greater Philadelphia Food Bank.
Greater Pittsburgh Community Food

Bank.
Just Community Food Systems of South

Central Pennsylvania, Gettysburg.
Just Harvest, Homestead.
Lutheran Advocacy Ministry in Pennsyl-

vania.
Northside Common Ministries.
Pennsylvania Hunger Action Center.
Philabundance.
St. John’s Organic Community Garden.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Lehigh Val-

ley and Northeast Pennsylvania, Allentown.
SHARE Food Program, Inc.
South Central Pennsylvania Food Bank,

Harrisburg.

H&J Weinberg Northeast Pennsylvania Re-
gional Food Bank, Wilkes Barre.

Rhode Island
George Wiley Center and Campaign to

Eliminate Childhood Poverty.
Rhode Island Community Food Bank.

South Carolina
South Carolina Appleseed Legal Justice

Center.
South Carolina Committee Against Hun-

ger.
South Carolina Department of Social Serv-

ices.
South Dakota

Black Hills Regional Food Bank, Inc.,
Rapid City.

Second Harvest Food Bank of South Da-
kota, Sioux Falls.

Tennessee
MANNA.
Second Harvest Food Bank of East Ten-

nessee, Knoxville.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Nashville.
Second Harvest Food Bank of Northeast

Tennessee, Gray.
Tennessee Justice Center.

Texas
Center for Public Policy Priorities.
Community Food Bank of Victoria.
El Buen Samaritano.
Food Bank of Corpus Christi, Inc.
High Plains Food Bank, Amarillo.
Houston Immigration Policy Team.
Mexican American Unity Council, Inc.
North Texas Food Bank, Dallas.
Parish Social Ministry St. Maryós Cathe-

dral.
Sisters of Charity of the Incarnate Word.
South Plains Food Bank, Lubbock.
Sustainable Food Center, Austin.
Tarrant Area Food Bank, Forth Worth,

TX.
Texas Alliance for Human Needs.
Texas Council on Family Violence.
Texas Immigrant and Refugee Coalition.
Texas IMPACT.
The Houston Food Bank.
The Paulos Foundation, Fort Worth.
United Way of Texas.

Utah
Coalition of Religious Communities and

Crossroads Urban.
Center, Salt Lake City.
Utahns Against Hunger.

Vermont
Vermont Campaign to End Childhood Hun-

ger.
Vermont Food Bank, Inc.

Virginia
Blue Ridge Area Food Bank, Inc., Verona.
Food Bank of Southeastern Virginia.
Fredericksburg Area Food Bank.
Virginia Interfaith Center for Public Pol-

icy.
Virginia Poverty Law Center.

Washington
Children’s Alliance Food Policy Center.
Food Lifeline, Shoreline.
Lutheran Public Policy Office of Wash-

ington.
Maple Valley Food Bank and Emergency

Services.
Second Harvest Food Bank of the Inland

Northwest, Spokane.
South Puget Sound Hispanic Chamber of

Commerce (SPSHCC).
State Representative Kip Tokuda.
Washington Alliance for Immigrant and

Refugee Justice.
Washington State Anti-Hunger Coalition.
Western Region Anti-Hunger Consortium

(multi-state).
West Virginia

West Virginia Coalition on Food and Nutri-
tion.
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Wisconsin

Hunger Task Force of Milwaukee.
Lutheran Office for Public Policy in Wis-

consin.
Wyoming

St. Markós Episcopal Church Food Closet.
Wyoming Childrenós Action.
The Benedictine Sisters of Perpetual Ado-

ration, Dayton.

f

RACISM AGAINST AMERICAN
INDIANS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am
compelled to raise a recent, shocking
example of racism in South Dakota.

An Indian woman residing on the
Rosebud Sioux Reservation in South
Dakota came across an ‘‘advertise-
ment’’ in the local newspaper that bore
the heading ‘‘State of South Dakota,
Game Fish and Parks Department’’.
She sent me a copy of the ad along
with her letter.

The ‘‘ad,’’ which resembles a run-of-
the-mill hunting and fishing season an-
nouncement, was located in the edi-
torial section of the newspaper. The
‘‘ad’’ went on to outline the rules for
‘‘Indian Hunting Season’’ in the State
of South Dakota, including a limit on
the number of Indians a ‘‘hunter’’ was
allowed to kill and the approved meth-
ods for killing them.

I cannot express to you the anger and
deep disappointment I felt when I read
this ad because for those who think
anti-Indian sentiment and feelings is a
‘‘relic of the past,’’ I urge them to read
this product of a twisted and hateful
mind.

At the turn of the millennium in the
greatest nation on Earth, there are
pockets of hate that continue to
thrive. After my tenure in Congress, I
know full well the limits of govern-
ment. I know we can pass no law forc-
ing people to respect each other or
forcing them to be tolerant. But this
ad goes beyond mere hurtful words and
actually advocates murder, and I con-
demn it in the strongest possible
terms.

As chairman of the Committee on In-
dian Affairs, an enrolled member of the
Northern Cheyenne Tribe of Montana,
and as an American, I am embarrassed
and outraged at the same time. This is
shameful.

Indian children are most affected by
this kind of bile. They hear these hate-
filled expressions in school, in public
places like shopping malls and grocery
stores, and they start to believe they
are worthless, and they eventually stop
trying to become or achieve anything.
Many commit suicide. This is ongoing.

In a few days, the Nation will honor
the contributions of generations of Na-
tive Americans by dedicating the
month of November, 1999, as ‘‘Amer-
ican Indian Heritage Month’’.

Native people have fought and died
for this country in every war from the
Revolutionary War to WWII to Viet-
nam to the ongoing missions around
the world.

Yet, as this ad shows, Indians are
still targeted by these expressions of
hate.

I condemn this and every instance of
discrimination and hatred against any
American—red, black, white or yel-
low—and call on my colleagues to do
the same.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
copy of the newspaper ad printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Sicangu Sun Times, Oct. 15, 1999]

CAUTION: RACIST MATERIAL

State of South Dakota

Game, Fish and Parks Department, Pierre,
SD, (605) 224–0000

PROCLAMATION

RE: Indian Hunting Season hunting fees:
Free to first 7,683 hunters/$1.00 thereon.

Dear South Dakota Hunters: The 1999 Big
Game hunting season in the State of South
Dakota has been canceled due to shortages of
Deer, Turkey, Elk and Antelope. However,
this does not mean there will be no hunting.
In the place of the big game animals this
year we will have open season on the Sioux
Reservations. This will entail the hunting of
Americans Worthless Siounis Pyutus, com-
monly known as ‘‘Worthless Red Bastards,’’
‘‘Dog Eaters,’’ ‘‘Gut Eaters,’’ ‘‘Prairie Nig-
gers’’ and ‘‘F--- Indians.’’ This year from
1999–2000 will be an open season, as the f---
Indians must be thinned out every two to
three years.

It will be unlawful to: Hunt in a party of
more that 150 persons. Use more than 35
bloodthirsty, rabid hunting dogs. Shoot in a
public tavern (Bullet may ricochet and hit
civilized white people). Shoot an Indian
sleeping on the sidewalk.

Trapping regulations: Traps may not be set
within 15 feet of a liquor store. Traps may
not be baited with Muscatel, Lysol, rubbing
alcohol or food stamps. All traps must have
at least 120 lb. spring strength and have a
jaw spread of at least 5′3′′.

Other rules and regulations: Shooting
length-wise in a welfare line is prohibited. It
will be unlawful to possess a road-kill In-
dian, however, special road-kill permits shall
be issued to people with semi-tractor trailers
and one-ton pickup trucks. With such a per-
mit you may bait the highway with Mus-
catel, Lysol, rubbing alcohol or food stamps.

How to know when an Indian is in your
area: Disposable diapers litter the street.
Large lines in front of the welfare office and
for free cheese. Trails of empty wine bottles
leading from the city parks to all city alleys.
Empty books of food stamps thrown all over.
Car-loads of Indian children waiting outside
liquor stores.

Remember Limit is ten (10) per day. Pos-
session of limit: Forty (40). Good Hunting!

Editor’s Note: The flyer above is similar to
one found in other states. In the last couple
of years, they began cropping up in South
Dakota and Nebraska. Varying versions can
also be found on the Internet. Such senti-
ments have helped fuel tension between Indi-
ans and whites in the last year, say Indian
leaders. State government officials have de-
nied that the flyers originated in any of
their departments.

f

DRUG COURT REAUTHORIZATION
AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, Congress
created drug courts 5 years ago in the
1994 crime law as a cost-effective, inno-
vative way to deal with nonviolent of-
fenders in need of drug treatment.

Though authorization for this program
was repealed just two years later, we
wisely continued to fund this program.
I am pleased to join with Senator SPEC-
TER today to cosponsor the ‘‘Drug
Court Reauthorization and Improve-
ment Act of 1999.’’

In just 5 years, drug courts have
taken off. There are 412 drug courts
currently operating in all 50 States
plus the District of Columbia, Guam,
Puerto Rico, and two Federal districts.
An additional 280 courts are being
planned.

Let me tell you why I am such an ad-
vocate for these courts. Drug courts
are as much about fighting crime as
they are about reducing dependence on
illegal drugs.

Our Nation has about 3.2 million of-
fenders on probation today. They stay
on probation for about 2 years.
Throughout those 2 years, they are
subject to little, if any, supervision.

For example, almost 300,000 of these
probationers had absolutely no contact
with their probation officer in the past
month—not in person, not over the
phone, not even through the mail—
none!

Drug Courts fill this ‘‘supervision
gap’’ with regular drug testing, with
the offender actually coming before a
judge twice a week, and actually seeing
a probation officer or treatment profes-
sional three times a week.

Nearly 100,000 people have entered
drug court programs and the results
have been impressive. About 70 percent
of the drug court program participants
have either stayed in the program or
completed it successfully. That is more
than twice the retention rate of most
traditional treatment programs.

The other 30 percent of the partici-
pants went to jail. And I think that
should be heralded as a success of the
drug court program as well. Without
drug courts, this 30 percent would have
been unsupervised, not monitored, and
unless they happened to be unlucky
enough to use drugs or commit a crime
near a police officer, they would still
be on the streets abusing drugs and
committing crimes. Drug courts pro-
vide the oversight to make sure that
does not happen.

The Specter-Biden reauthorization
bill calls for fully funding drug courts
at the level the Attorney General and I
called for in the 1994 crime law—- $200
million. Drug courts are effective and
cost effective. Let’s spend our money
wisely and invest in what works.

There are a number of jurisdictions
that want to open or expand their drug
courts but are unable to do so because
of lack of treatment capacity. We al-
ways talk about devolving power to
State and local government. Let’s put
our money where our mouth is and give
these jurisdictions the funds they need.
The Specter-Biden reauthorization act
includes $75 million a year to expand
local treatment capacity so that no
community that wants to start or ex-
pand a drug court is precluded from
doing so due to lack of treatment slots.
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Make no mistake, participating in

the drug court program is not a walk
in the park. If you use drugs while in
the program, you go to jail. Period.

Rather than just churning people
through the revolving door of the
criminal justice system, drug courts
help these folks to get their acts to-
gether so they won’t be back. When
they graduate from drug court pro-
grams they are clean and sober and
more prepared to participate in soci-
ety. In order to graduate, they are re-
quired to finish high school or obtain a
GED, hold down a job, and keep up
with financial obligations including
drug court fees and child support pay-
ments. They are also required to have
a sponsor who will keep them on track.

This program works. And that is not
just my opinion. Columbia University’s
National Center on Addiction and Sub-
stance Abuse found that these courts
are effective at taking offenders with
little previous treatment history and
keeping them in treatment; that they
provide closer supervision than other
community programs to which the of-
fenders could be assigned; that they re-
duce crime; and that they are cost-ef-
fective.

According to the Department of Jus-
tice, drug courts save at least $5,000 per
offender each year in prison costs
alone. That says nothing of the cost
savings associated with future crime
prevention. Just as important, scarce
prison beds are freed up for violent
criminals.

I have saved what may be the most
important statistic for last. Two-thirds
of drug court participants are parents
of young children. After getting sober
through the coerced treatment man-
dated by the court, many of these indi-
viduals are able to be real parents
again. More than 500 drug-free babies
have been born to female drug court
participants, a sizable victory for soci-
ety and the budget alike.

Let me close by saying I hope the
Senate takes up this legislation as
soon as possible so we can reauthorize
this important, effective program.

f

PAYNE STEWART TRIBUTE

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, Mon-
day was a tragic day for golf fans
across the country, and especially for
folks in my home town of Springfield,
MO—the town where pro golfer Payne
Stewart was born and raised. Today, we
mourn the loss of Payne, who lost his
life Monday in a plane crash. I rise to
express my sympathy to Payne’s fam-
ily and loved ones, and to the families
of the other individuals who lost their
lives Monday: Robert Fraley, Van
Ardan, Michael King, and Stephanie
Bellegarrigue.

I would also like to take a moment
to remember Payne Stewart, a man
whose personality, talents, and faith
are an inspiration to us.

From his early years, Payne distin-
guished himself as not only a golfer,
but as an all-around athlete. One of my

staff members from Springfield remem-
bers tagging along as a six year-old lit-
tle sister with her father, her brother,
Payne, and his father on a road trip to
Kansas City, where the boys competed
in the state’s annual Pass, Punt, and
Kick contest. She also recalls the
countless hours her brother was gone
during the summers, playing golf—
often times with Payne.

In high school, Payne excelled as an
athlete in football, basketball, and of
course, golf, at Greenwood High
School, where he graduated in 1975.
Payne then attended Southern Meth-
odist University, where he won the
Southwestern Conference Golf Cham-
pionship and was named an All-Amer-
ican.

Payne turned professional in 1981 and
embarked upon what would be a highly
successful career.

Payne’s flare for style and individ-
ualism soon made him one of the most
recognizable golfers on the PGA tour,
with his now-trademark knickers, long
colorful socks, and coordinating hat.

But Payne’s attire on the golf course
was not the only thing that distin-
guished him among his colleagues.
Overall, Payne won 11 PGA Tour titles,
including three major championships:
the PGA in 1989, the U.S. Open in 1991,
and the U.S. Open again in June of this
year. He was on five Ryder Cup teams
and won three consecutive Skins
Games. He was inducted into the Mis-
souri Sports Hall of Fame earlier this
year.

In what is now known as his final
U.S. Open appearance, Stewart finished
his last U.S. Open round by sinking the
longest winning putt ever to win the
most heralded American tournament.
While Stewart always will be remem-
bered for this clutch putt to win the
1999 U.S. Open, what he did one month
later during the Ryder Cup competi-
tion speaks to his character. After a
miraculous final day comeback by the
American team, Stewart’s opponent,
Colin Montgomerie, faced a ten foot
putt to win the individual match on
the final hole. Although the American
team already had assured itself a vic-
tory, a tie with Europe’s top player
would have been a tremendous indi-
vidual feat for Stewart. Instead of
making Montgomerie attempt the
putt, Stewart told his opponent to
‘‘pick it up,’’ conceding the putt and
ensuring his own defeat. Stewart’s jus-
tification for his action was that
Montgomerie had been heckled all day
by the American fans and he did not
want to put his opponent through that
if he missed.

Payne Stewart, who became a world-
famous golfer, continued to be a home-
town boy from the Ozarks after his suc-
cess. Although Orlando had become his
official home, Payne still liked to come
back home to Springfield to spend time
with family and friends. Those close to
him say that when he came home,
Payne didn’t act like a celebrity, but
rather more like ‘‘everyday people.’’

There are many words that have been
used to describe Payne Stewart. Fun-

loving and generous. Highly competi-
tive. Yet Payne was also very much of
a family man.

Payne was always close to his father,
Bill. The father and son tandem shared
the unique distinction of winning dual
amateur championships, the Missouri
Amateur and the Missouri Senior Ama-
teur in 1979. After his father had died of
cancer in1985, Payne donated his entire
$108,000 in winnings from the 1987 Bay
Hill Classic to a Florida hospital. Mr.
President, I, too, had a father who had
a major impact on my life, and I was
touched by the reflections I heard
Payne share about his father.

Payne was also recently described by
the Springfield News-Leader as the
‘‘consummate family man who was as
thrilled with picking up daughter Chel-
sea [13] and son Aaron [10] from school,
or shuttling them back and forth to
ball games, activities, etc., as he was
picking up a first-place check.’’
Friends say that Payne believed that
family time with his children and his
wife Tracey was the most important
thing in his life, even if it meant can-
celing a tournament appearance.

In the last year or so, Payne Stewart
characterized himself as an increas-
ingly religious man. He said that
watching his children grow up further
strengthened his faith. Payne also at-
tributed his success to his faith. In
fact, he publicly credited this faith
with giving him the strength to sink
the winning 15-foot putt at this year’s
U.S. Open this June. A close friend, re-
flecting Monday on Payne’s death,
said, ‘‘Later on, coming to know the
Lord, he was attributing his success,
his talents and his blessing—he attrib-
uted it all and gave glory to Jesus
Christ.’’

Mr. President, while it is painful to
see someone in the prime of his career
have his life cut short by tragedy, it is
also encouraging to remember someone
whose life has inspired us—through
both his talents as a golf champion and
through his commitment to faith and
family. Today we remember Payne
Stewart—a local hero from the
Ozarks—a champion and a competitor,
and we convey our thoughts and pray-
ers to his family and loved ones during
this time of grief. I also want to ex-
press condolences to the families and
friends of those who perished with
Payne, Robert Fraley, Van Ardan, Mi-
chael King, and Stephanie
Bellegarrigue.

f

NEW YORK YANKEES WINNING
THE WORLD SERIES

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the New York Yankees
on the occasion of their victory in
Major League Baseball’s World Series
last night. In front of 56,752 fans, the
Yankees defeated the Atlanta Braves 4–
1 and clinched a series sweep in this
best of seven series. Fittingly, ‘‘The
Team of the Millennium’’ has staked
its claim as the best franchise in the
1990’s.
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As the season began, few seers in the

sports world could have foretold the in-
delible mark this team would leave be-
hind. The adversity these young men
faced would have folded a team of less-
er character. Their stalwart manager
Joe Torre began the year in a hospital
room rather than in the dugout as he
battled prostate cancer. Teammates
Paul O’Neill, Luis Sojo, and Scott
Brosius all lost their fathers during the
past season. In addition, the Yankee
family was struck by the passing of
baseball legends, Joe DiMaggio and
Jim ‘‘Catfish’’ Hunter. Yet this team
endured and reached its goal, giving
New York an unfathomable 25th World
Championship.

For the past two seasons—and three
of the last four—we have seen the
Yankees go to the World Series. They
emerged victorious after the minimum
of four straight wins on both occasions.
Starting pitchers David Cone, Orlando
Hernandez, and Roger Clemens held the
Braves to a meager six hits and two
runs in 212⁄3 innings. Reliever Mariano
Rivera had saves in Games One and
Two and won Game Three on his way
to becoming the Series Most Valuable
Player. Offensively, the team had
Derek Jeter and Chuck Knoblauch get-
ting on base, and Chad Curtis came off
the bench to hit two home runs in
Game Three, with the second coming in
the bottom of the 10th, sealing the vic-
tory for the Bronx Bombers.

All in all, this team put forth admi-
rable effort coupled with unmatched
talent. This victory is a truly epochal
moment that brings joy to the hearts
of Yankee fans everywhere. An edi-
torial appearing in today’s New York
Times puts it best, ‘‘We are all fans
now.’’ In closing I would like to offer a
possible slogan for next year’s team:
Thrice would be nice.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Oct. 29, 1999]
THE YANKEES WIN

Maturity in sports has many looks, but
right now it looks like the New York
Yankees, who won their 25th World Series
last night against the Atlanta Braves. Clear-
ly, the Yankees were able to dominate the
Braves, whom they swept, but just as clearly
they were able to dominate themselves and
their own fortunes. Patience is a word that
has been much used around the Yankees dug-
out this season, and what it means is a privi-
leged manner of looking at baseball. What
this team seems to see is not a game where
one event cascades into another as the in-
nings slip by, the past steadily comman-
deering the present. To this team baseball
looks like a game of constant renewal, with
each pitch, each batter, each defensive out.

Baseball is, if anything, too rich in the
grand themes, especially during a World Se-
ries. You expect television to turn grandeur
into grandiosity, and it does. But a kind of
triumphalism thrives at Yankee Stadium
too, where the World Series pregame sound-
track included the theme from ‘‘Star Wars’’
and the ‘‘1812 Overture.’’ But that mood is

meant for the fans, not the players. There is
a difference between destiny and oppor-
tunity, and the 1999 Yankees know it. They
will take opportunity every time, and in this
Series, take it they have.

It is easy, in the high-wattage glare of a
Series game, to lose sight of the fact that
baseball, even at Yankee Stadium, can still
have a pleasantly smalltown feel to it. Kofi
Annan, mayor of the world if not the city,
throws out the first pitch in New York,
which bounces halfway to the plate. March-
ing bands from South Jersey assemble on the
warning track—the outfield grass remaining
inviolate—and play ‘‘Gimme Some Lovin’’
and ‘‘Louie, Louie.’’ The notes of all the in-
struments, except the base drums, gust away
into the evening, just as they would at a
local homecoming game. Hand-lettered signs
rise in the stands—‘‘Dripping Springs, Texas,
Loves the Yankees’’—and the stadium spar-
kles with camera flashes going off, snapshots
of a vortex where a batter steps up to the
plate.

The fans roar with emphatic, if imprecise,
knowledge. They call balls and strikes from
a mile away. The air is barbed with advice,
with schoolyard taunts, and then with the
exultation of the moment. The emotion so
latent in the players, so overt in the fans,
gives way at the final out, and at last, in the
rejoicing, there is no distinction between
players and fans. We are all fans now.

f

PRESIDENT’S VETO OF THE FOR-
EIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, a
lack of leadership from the administra-
tion is responsible for the present dif-
ficulty in reaching an agreement on
the foreign operations appropriations
bill. The President says he vetoed the
bill over low levels of foreign assist-
ance in general and a lack of funding
for the Wye Accord specifically. The
Administration did not exert the lead-
ership needed to secure the Wye fund-
ing, however, and did not work with
Congress to find a way to provide this
critical assistance to Israel, Jordan,
and the Palestinians without raiding
the Social Security surplus. I am a
strong supporter of funding the Wye
Accord if the money can be found with-
out using Social Security surplus
funds. The President should make Wye
funding the priority it should be and
find the money somewhere in the budg-
et.

The lack of leadership from the ad-
ministration in providing for our allies
and interests in the Middle East al-
ready has had real costs, however. The
President’s veto of the foreign oper-
ation appropriations bill on October 18,
1999 sends a disturbing signal that our
foreign policy is being held hostage to
the domestic budget politics of the ad-
ministration. While the President’s
veto was the wrong step for U.S. for-
eign policy around the world, the ad-
ministration’s rejection of the bill is
particularly troubling for U.S. policy
in the Middle East and strategic allies
such as Israel.

The foreign operations bill passed by
Congress contains $960 million in eco-
nomic assistance and $1.9 billion in
military assistance for Israel. The for-

eign operations bill also contains over
$2 billion in assistance to Egypt and
$225 million in aid to Jordan, both im-
portant countries in the peace process.
The provision of such assistance to
Israel is critically important at this
juncture of the peace process, and it
troubles me that the administration
did not lay the groundwork for an ac-
ceptable foreign assistance package.
The government of Prime Minister
Ehud Barak has stated its intention to
complete final status negotiations
within one year. Many difficult issues
must be resolved for a final settlement
to be reached. Jerusalem, refugees, and
water rights are just several of the
monumental issues that will be topic of
negotiations between Israel and the
Palestinians.

It is my hope that the administration
will support Israel more forcefully dur-
ing these negotiations, including a
clear statement of U.S. policy that Je-
rusalem is and should remain Israel’s
undivided capital. As final status nego-
tiations proceed, the United States
should defend Israel against diplomatic
ambushes in international fora such as
the United Nations. An unequivocal
U.S. position in support of Israel in the
coming months will be essential to
achieve a sustainable peace settlement.

Also at stake is a potential peace set-
tlement with Syria. I trust that Prime
Minister Barak will not make terri-
torial concessions in the Golan Heights
that will jeopardize Israel’s security.
As a former military chief of staff,
Prime Minister Barak is well aware of
the security implications associated
with relinquishing territory in the
Golan. Any Israeli withdrawal from the
Golan Heights should be met with the
most reliable assurances from Syria
that its hostility toward Israel and
support for terrorism will cease. For
the peace to be sustainable, however,
and Israel-Syrian settlement will have
to be based on more than words. Israel
will have to be able to defend itself,
and continued provision of annual U.S.
military assistance is an integral part
of that process.

With all that is at stake right now in
the peace process, it is difficult for me
to understand why the administration
has not worked closely with Congress
to ensure that vital assistance is pro-
vided to Irasel in a timely fashion. Mr.
President, it is my hope that the ad-
ministration will demonstrate better
leadership in supporting Israel as the
peace process enters this critical year.

f

HIGH SPEED RAIL INVESTMENT
ACT

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
begin by congratulating Senator LAU-
TENBERG for developing this important
piece of legislation that recognizes the
importance of rail in our overall trans-
portation system as we approach the
21st century.

I am proud to be an original cospon-
sor of the High Speed Rail Investment
Act, which will provide Amtrak with
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much needed resources to pay for high
speed rail corridors across the country.
This legislation is crucial for the coun-
try, and for my home State of Massa-
chusetts, and I am hopeful we can
move it quickly through Congress.

This bill will give Amtrak the au-
thority to sell $10 billion in bonds over
the next 10 years to finance high speed
rail. Instead of interest payments, the
Federal Government would provide tax
credits to bondholders. Amtrak would
repay the principal on the bonds after
10 years, however, the payments would
come primarily from required state
matching funds. I know many states
will gladly participate in this match-
ing program, as their Governors and
State legislatures are eager to promote
high speed rail. Amtrak would be au-
thorized to invest this money solely for
upgrading existing lines to high speed
rail, constructing new high speed rail
lines, purchasing high speed rail equip-
ment, eliminating or improving grade
crossings, and for capital upgrades to
existing high speed rail corridors.

Let there be no mistake, this country
needs to develop a comprehensive na-
tional transportation policy for the
21st century. So far, Congress has
failed to address this vital issue. What
we have is an ad hoc, disjointed policy
that focuses on roads and air to the
detriment of rail. We need to look at
all of these modes of transportation to
alleviate congestion and delays on the
ground and in the sky and to move peo-
ple across this country efficiently.
Failing to do this will hamper eco-
nomic growth and harm the environ-
ment.

Despite rail’s proven safety, effi-
ciency and reliability in Europe and
Japan, and also in the Northeast cor-
ridor here in the United States, pas-
senger rail is severely underfunded. We
need to include rail into the transpor-
tation mix. We need more transpor-
tation choices and this bill helps to
provide them.

In the Northeast corridor, Amtrak is
well on its way to implementing high
speed rail service. The high speed Acela
service should start running in Janu-
ary. This will be extremely helpful in
my home State of Massachusetts,
where airport and highway congestion
often reach frustrating levels. The
more miles that are traveled on Am-
trak, the fewer trips taken on crowded
highways and skyways.

But new service in the Northeast cor-
ridor is only the beginning. We need to
establish rail as a primary mode of
transportation along with air and high-
ways. This bill will help us achieve
that goal across the country and I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
such an important piece of legislation.

f

NATIONAL CHILDHOOD LEAD
POISONING PREVENTION WEEK

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise today in observance of ‘‘National
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention
Week’’ to highlight the problem of

childhood lead poisoning and the defi-
ciencies within the current system of
detection and prevention.

Lead poisoning is the number one en-
vironmental health hazard to our chil-
dren, despite a ban on the manufacture
of lead paint and efforts to remove lead
from gasoline and dietary sources. It is
estimated that 800,000 children today
suffer from elevated lead levels. Lead
poisoning attacks a child’s nervous
system, impairing physical, mental,
and behavioral development. Extreme
exposure can cause seizures, brain dam-
age, comas, and even death. And, inad-
equate diet and exposure to environ-
mental hazards such as old housing
make the threat greatest for those who
possess the fewest resources to con-
front it—our nation’s poor children.

This is why in 1992 Congress required
states to test every Medicaid recipient
under age two for lead poisoning. Man-
datory screening would enable the
highest-risk children to be tested and
treated before lead poisoning impairs
their development. However, many
Medicaid providers are not conducting
the required screening. A recent GAO
study found that two-thirds of the chil-
dren on Medicaid have never been
screened for lead. In New Jersey, only
39% of children covered by Medicaid
are tested.

A report issued this past summer
from the Alliance to End Childhood
Lead Poisoning and the National Cen-
ter for Lead-Safe Housing provides new
information regarding the extent of
this problem. This report, a state-by-
state analysis of follow-up care pro-
vided to lead-poisoned children, found
that only 29 states have standards for
how to care for lead-poisoned children.
The report also found that only 35
states have developed specific strate-
gies for investigating lead hazards in
poisoned children’s homes. And, 22
states reported that they lack the nec-
essary funding to make a home safe for
a lead-poisoned child.

This report presents compelling evi-
dence in support of legislation, S.1120,
the Children’s Lead SAFE Act of 1999,
introduced by Senator REED and myself
to strengthen lead screening policy.
This legislation would ensure that
every federal program which serves at
risk kids is involved in the lead screen-
ing process. Our bill would require WIC
and Head Start centers to determine if
a child has been tested and ensure test-
ing for those children who have not. As
75% of at-risk children are enrolled in
federal health care programs, this
would ensure that no child is over-
looked.

Secondly, the Children’s Lead SAFE
Act of 1999 would guarantee that Med-
icaid contracts explicitly require
health care providers to adhere to fed-
eral rules for screening and treatment.
Currently, many states are having
Medicaid services provided by health
maintenance organizations (HMO’s).
These HMO’s, however, either are not
conducting the required lead screening
tests or are only conducting one of two

required tests. This legislation would
effectively stop this corner cutting.
Our bill would also ensure that states
and federal agencies have the resources
and incentives to complete mandatory
screening by requiring Medicaid to re-
imburse WIC and Head Start for
screening costs. We must create a
bonus program that rewards states who
screen more than 65% of their Medicaid
population.

But additional testing is only a first
step. Our legislation would also focus
on prevention by reducing the sources
of poisoning and provide for follow-up
care for those children identified as at-
risk. This includes expanding Medicaid
coverage to include treatment for lead
poisoning and for environmental inves-
tigations to determine its sources.

I am extremely pleased to tell my
colleagues that in response to the ef-
forts of the Senator from Rhode Island
and myself, the Department of Health
and Human Services has initiated some
important steps to address the prob-
lem. Their efforts include ensuring
that state Medicaid agencies comply
with existing Medicaid policies requir-
ing lead screening and requiring states
to report the number of children under
age six screened for lead poisoning.
These measures will help us to better
understand the problem and how to re-
spond to it.

However, enhancing screening and
identifying children exposed to lead is
only the first step. Identification must
be followed with treatment and abate-
ment, including controlling the source
of lead poisoning. For example, my own
state of New Jersey has made great ef-
forts in the area of abatement. Specifi-
cally, New Jersey requires the renova-
tion and maintenance of older housing
as well as mandating landlords to peri-
odically test for lead. New Jersey has
also initiated statewide programs to
educate families on how to find and
eliminate lead sources from their
homes.

Similarly, on the federal level, the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment provides grants to states
and local governments to reduce lead
hazards in housing. Yet, for every ap-
plication, there are nine that go un-
funded. This year, the House tried to
cut funding for this program by $10
million. Although conferees ultimately
restored funding equal to the Presi-
dent’s request, this attempt dem-
onstrates the need to provide greater
awareness of the need for lead preven-
tion efforts.

As the Alliance report suggests,
there is more every state must do and
there is clearly more the federal gov-
ernment can do to protect lead-
poisoned children. I encourage my col-
leagues to examine the Alliance report
and learn about what can be done in
your states to improve lead poisoning
treatment and prevention efforts. Fi-
nally, I would encourage Senator ROTH
and Senator JEFFORDS to begin hear-
ings not only on our legislation but
also on this issue. In 1992, Congress
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made a commitment to improving our
children’s health by reducing the prev-
alence of childhood lead poisoning and
improving treatment. I urge my col-
leagues to join Senator REED and my-
self in fulfilling this commitment.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 1:48 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill and joint resolution,
in which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 2260. An act to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to promote pain manage-
ment and palliative care without permitting
assisted suicide and euthanasia, and for
other purposes.

H.J.Res. 73. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker has signed the following bills:

S. 437. An act to designate the United
States courthouse under construction at 333
Las Vegas Boulevard South in Las Vegas,
Nevada, as the ‘‘Lloyd D. Georges United
States Courthouse.’’

S. 1652. An act to designate the Old Execu-
tive Office Building located at 17th Street
and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, as the ‘‘Dwight
D. Eisenhower Executive Office Building.’’

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by President pro tempore (Mr.
THURMOND).

At 5:58 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading
clerks, announced that the House has
agreed to the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3064) mak-
ing appropriations for the government
of the District of Columbia and other
activities chargeable in whole or in
part against revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes.

f

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on October 28, 1999, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, the following enrolled bills:

S. 437. An act to designate the United
States courthouse under construction at 333
Las Vegas Boulevard South in Las Vegas,
Nevada, as the ‘‘Lloyd D. Georges United
States Courthouse.’’

S. 1652. An act to designate the Old Execu-
tive Office Building located at 17th Street
and Pennsylvania Avenue NW, in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, as the ‘‘Dwight
D. Eisenhower Executive Office Building.’’

f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–5889. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to notification of a proposed approval for the
export of defense articles or defense services
sold commercially under a contract in the
amount of $50,000,000 or more to the United
Arab Emirates; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

EC–5890. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed license for the
export of defense articles or defense services
sold commercially under a contract in the
amount of $50,000,000 or more to Canada; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–5891. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed license for the
export of defense articles or defense services
sold commercially under a contract in the
amount of $14,000,000 or more to the Republic
of Korea; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC–5892. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed Manufacturing
License Agreement with South Africa and
Canada; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC–5893. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed Manufacturing
License Agreement with the Netherlands; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–5894. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed Manufacturing
License Agreement with Turkey; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC–5895. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Arms Export Control Act, a report relative
to certification of a proposed Manufacturing
License Agreement with the United King-
dom; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC–5896. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Japan-United States Friend-
ship Commission, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to its commercial ac-
tivities inventory; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC–5897. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, National Credit Union Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘12 CFR Parts 701,
703, 704, 709, 712, 713, 723, 790, 791, and 792’’, re-
ceived October 27, 1999; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–5898. A communication from the Chief
Counsel, Office of Foreign Assets Control,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Sudanese Sanctions Regulations: Libyan
Sanctions Regulations; Iranian Transactions
Regulations; Licensing of Commercial Sales,
Exportation and Reexportation of Agricul-
tural Commodities and Products, Medicine,
and Medical Equipment; Iranian Accounts on
the Books of U.S. Depository Institutions;
Informational Materials; Visas’’ (31 CFR
Parts 538, 550 and 560), received October 27,
1999; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC–5899. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office

of Student Financial Assistance, Department
of Education, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Regula-
tions—Federal Perkins Loan Program and
Federal Family Education Loan Program’’,
received October 20, 1999; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–5900. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Extension of Announcement 99–5’’ (An-
nouncement 99–106), received October 27,
1999; to the Committee on Finance.

EC–5901. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Water and Science, Bureau of
Reclamation, Department of the Interior,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Offstream Storage of Colo-
rado River Water and Development and Re-
lease of Intentionally Created Unused Appor-
tionment in the Lower Division States’’
(RIN1006–AA40), received October 27, 1999; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC–5902. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Maintenance Plan Revisions; Ohio’’
(FRL #6464–5), received October 26, 1999; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC–5903. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Implementation Plans; Min-
nesota’’ (FRL #6465–4), received October 26,
1999; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–5904. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Implementation Plans; Min-
nesota’’ (FRL #6465–3), received October 26,
1999; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–5905. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval of Delegation of
the Accidental Release Prevention Require-
ments: Risk Management Programs Under
Clean Air Act Section 112(r)(7): State of
Ohio’’ (FRL #6465–7), received October 26,
1999; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC–5906. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Foreign Agricultural Service,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Programs to Help Develop Foreign Markets
for Agricultural Commodities (Foreign Mar-
ket Development Cooperator Program)’’
(RIN0551–AA26), received October 27, 1999; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC–5907. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Tomatoes Grown in Florida; Decreased As-
sessment Rate’’ (Docket No. FV99–966–1 IFR),
received October 27, 1999; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–5908. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs,
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Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Refrigeration Requirements for Shell Eggs’’
(Docket No. PY99–002), received October 27,
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC–5909. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Walnuts Grown in California; Decreased As-
sessment Rate’’ (Docket No. FV99–984–3–
IFR), received October 27, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

EC–5910. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs,
Department of Agriculture, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Domestically Produced and Imported Pea-
nuts; Change in the Maximum Percentage of
Foreign Material Allowed Under Quality Re-
quirements’’ (Docket Nos. FV99–997–2–IFR,
FV99–998–1–IFR and FV99–999–1–IFR), re-
ceived October 27, 1999; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–5911. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Imported Fire Ant; Approved
Treatments’’ (Docket #99–027–2), received Oc-
tober 27, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC–5912. A communication from the Office
of Protected Resources, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulations Gov-
erning the Taking of Marine Mammals by
Alaskan Natives; Marking and Reporting of
Beluga Whales Harvested in Cook Inlet;
Final Rule’’ (RIN0648–AM57), received Octo-
ber 27, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5913. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Northeast United States; Amendment 12 to
the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea
Bass Fishery Management Plan (FMP);
Amendment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel,
Squid, and Butterfish FMP; and Amendment
12 to the Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Qua-
hog FMP’’ (RIN0648–AL56), received October
27, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5914. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Atlantic Highly
Migratory Species Fisheries; Bluefin Tuna;
General Category Closure’’ (I.D. 092899G), re-
ceived October 25, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5915. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Atlantic Highly
Migratory Species (HMS) Fisheries; Vessel
Monitoring Systems’’ (RIN0648–AJ67) (I.D.
071698B), received October 25, 1999; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5916. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries Off
West Coast States and in the Western Pa-

cific; West Coast Salmon Fisheries; Commer-
cial Inseason Adjustments and Closures from
Cape Flattery to Leadbetter Point, WA’’, re-
ceived October 25, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5917. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Summer Floun-
der Fishery; Commercial Quota Harvested
for New York’’, received October 27, 1999; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5918. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Closure of the
Commercial Fishery for Red Snapper in the
Exclusive Economic Zone of the Gulf of Mex-
ico’’, received October 25, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC–5919. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Prohibition of
Directed Fishing for Greenland Turbot in the
Bering Sea Subarea of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Management Area’’, re-
ceived October 25, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5920. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pol-
lock by Vessels Catching Pollock for Proc-
essing by the Inshore Component in the Ber-
ing Sea Subarea’’, received October 27, 1999;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC–5921. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific
Cod by Catcher Processors Using Trawl Gear
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, re-
ceived October 25, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions,
with amendments:

S. 385. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to further im-
prove the safety and health of working envi-
ronments, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
106–202).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute:

H.R. 764. A bill to reduce the incidence of
child abuse and neglect, and for other pur-
poses.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment and with
a preamble:

S. Res. 204. A resolution designating the
week beginning November 21, 1999, and the
week beginning on November 19, 2000, as ‘Na-
tional Family Week,’ and for other purposes.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with amendments:

S. 1750. A bill to reduce the incidence of
child abuse and neglect, and for other pur-
poses.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 1764. A bill to make technical correc-
tions to various antitrust laws and to ref-
erences to such laws.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with amendments:

S. 1769. A bill to continue reporting re-
quirements of section 2519 of title 18, United
States Code, beyond December 21, 1999, and
for other purposes.

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

John F. Potter, of Maryland, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Regents of the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sciences
for a term expiring May 1, 2005.

A.J. Eggenberger, of Montana, to be a
Member of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board for a term expiring October 18,
2003.

Jessie M. Roberson, of Alabama, to be a
Member of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board for a term expiring October 18,
2002.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and appointment to the grade indicated
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, U.S.C., sec-
tions 601 and 154:

To be general

Gen. Richard B. Myers, 7092
The following Air National Guard of the

United States officers for appointment in the
Reserve of the Air Force to the grades indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Harold A. Cross, 6940
Brig. Gen. Paul J. Sullivan, 5946

To be brigadier general

Col. Dwayne A. Alons, 6536
Col. Richard W. Ash, 2052
Col. George J. Cannelos, 9758
Col. James E. Cunningham, 6429
Col. Myron N. Dobashi, 8614
Col. Juan A. Garcia, 8468
Col. John J. Hartnett, 7206
Col. Steven R. McCamy, 8048
Col. Roger C. Nafziger, 2043
Col. George B. Patrick, III, 8518
Col. Martha T. Rainville, 6388
Col. Samuel M. Shiver, 9331
Col. Robert W. Sullivan, 8075
Col. Gary H. Wilfong, 8548

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Charles H. Coolidge, Jr., 6287
The following named officer for appoint-

ment as Surgeon General of the Air Force
and appointment to the grade indicated
while assigned to a position of importance
and responsibility under title 10, U.S.C., sec-
tion 601 and 8036:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Paul K. Carlton, Jr., 8132
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The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Charles F. Wald, 1222

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Ronald C. Marcotte, 7848

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Thomas J. Keck, 7294

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Hal M. Hornburg, 6836

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Walter S. Hogle, Jr., 6057

The following Air National Guard of the
United States officer for appointment in the
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203:

To be brigadier general

Col. Myron G. Ashcraft, 6527

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Norton A. Schwartz, 7542

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be general

Gen. Joseph W. Ralston, 9172

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the
grade indicated while assigned to a position
of importance and responsibility under title
10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be general

Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, 7375

The following Army National Guard of the
United States officer for appointment in the
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203:

To be brigadier general

Col. Daniel B. Wilkins, 1631

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624:

To be major general

Raymond D. Barrett, Jr., 1758
James J. Grazioplene, 3304

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be general

Gen. Thomas A. Schwartz, 0711
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be general

Lt. Gen. John W. Hendrix, 7900
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Kevin P. Byrnes, 7639
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. James C. Riley, 6688
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10,
U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. John A. Van Alstyne, 3328
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Anders B. Aadland, 1667
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. John T.D. Casey, 8752
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Hans A. Van Winkle, 8718
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Marine Corps to
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under
title 10, U.S.C., section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Gary S. McKissock, 8973

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed.)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Armed Services, I report
favorably nomination lists which were
printed in the RECORDS of September
23, 1999, September 27, 1999 and October
12, 1999, and ask unanimous consent, to
save the expense of reprinting on the
Executive Calendar, that these nomi-
nations lie at the Secretary’s desk for
the information of Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The nominations ordered to lie on
the Secretary’s desk were printed in
the RECORDS of September 23, 1999, Sep-
tember 27, 1999 and October 12, 1999, at
the end of the Senate proceedings.)

In the Army, two nominations beginning
Robert E. Wegmann, and ending Sandra K.
James, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of September 23, 1999.

In the Army, three nominations beginning
John H. Belser, Jr., and ending Thomas R.

Shepard, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of September 23, 1999.

In the Army, three nominations beginning
*Kathleen David-bajar, and ending Dean C.
Pedersen, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of September 23, 1999.

In the Marine Corps, one nomination of
Wendell A. Porth, which was received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of September 23, 1999.

In the Navy, 292 nominations beginning
Robert C. Adams, and ending Daniel L. Zim-
mer, which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of September 27, 1999.

In the Air Force, three nominations begin-
ning Edwin C. Schilling, III, and ending
Celinda L. Van Maren, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record of October 12, 1999.

In the Air Force, one nomination of Ronald
J. Boomer, which was received by the Senate
and appeared in the Congressional Record of
October 12, 1999.

In the Army, seven nominations beginning
Gary A. Benford, and ending Kenneth A.
Younkin, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of October 12, 1999.

In the Army, seven nominations beginning
David A. Couchman, and ending Charles R.
Nessmith, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of October 12, 1999.

In the Army, nine nominations beginning
Rex H. Cray, and ending Lawrence A. West,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of October 12, 1999.

In the Army, 1510 nominations beginning
*David M. Abbinanti, and ending X379, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record of Oc-
tober 12, 1999.

In the Marine Corps, one nomination of
Fredric M. Olson, which was received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record of October 12, 1999.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

John W. Marshall, of Virginia, to be Direc-
tor of the United States Marshals Service.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that he be
confirmed.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
KERREY, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr.
THOMAS):

S. 1816. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide mean-
ingful campaign finance reform through re-
quiring better reporting, decreasing the role
of soft money, and increasing individual con-
tribution limits, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. GRAMS:
S. 1817. A bill to validate a conveyance of

certain lands located in Carlton County,
Minnesota, and to provide for the compensa-
tion of certain original heirs; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

VerDate 12-OCT-99 05:54 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00070 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A28OC6.137 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13403October 28, 1999
By Mr. SCHUMER:

S. 1818. A bill to amend title II of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide grants for master teacher
programs; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SCHUMER:
S. 1819. A bill to amend title II of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide grants for mentor teacher
programs; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. KERRY:
S. 1820. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to exclude national service
educational awards from the recipient’s
gross income; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. REED (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

S. 1821. A bill to authorize the United
States to recover from a third party the
value of any housing, education, or medical
care or treatment furnished or paid for by
the United States and provided to any victim
of lead poisoning; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Ms.
SNOWE):

S. 1822. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act, the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to require that group
and individual health insurance coverage and
group health plans provide coverage for
treatment of a minor child’s congenital or
developmental deformity or disorder due to
trauma, infection, tumor, or disease; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. ABRAHAM, and Mr.
DODD):

S. 1823. A bill to revise and extend the Safe
and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act
of 1994; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself and Mr.
GORTON):

S. 1824. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to enhance the efficient use
of spectrum by non-federal government
users; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 1825. A bill to empower telephone con-

sumers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 1826. A bill to provide grants to the

State of Alaska for the purpose of assisting
that State in fulfilling its responsibilities
under sections 803, 804, and 805 of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. GRAHAM:
S. 1827. A bill to provide funds to assist

high-poverty school districts meet their
teaching needs; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (by request):
S. 1828. A bill to protect and provide re-

sources for the Social Security System, to
reserve surpluses to protect, strengthen and
modernize the Medicare Program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KYL, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.

SMITH of Oregon, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and
Mr. HELMS):

S. Res. 208. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate regarding United States
policy toward the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization and the European Union, in light
of the Alliance’s April 1999 Washington Sum-
mit and the European Union’s June 1999 Co-
logne Summit; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. KERREY, Ms.
LANDRIEU, and Mr. THOMAS):

S. 1816. A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to pro-
vide meaningful campaign finance re-
form through requiring better report-
ing, decreasing the role of soft money,
and increasing individual contribution
limits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

THE OPEN AND ACCOUNTABLE CAMPAIGN
FINANCING ACT OF 2000

∑ Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, today I
join several of my colleagues in intro-
ducing the ‘‘Open and Accountable
Campaign Financing Act of 2000.’’ This
bill increases disclosure requirements
on campaign contributions and polit-
ical broadcast advertisements. It also
caps ‘‘soft money’’ contributions to po-
litical party committees at $60,000 and
adjusts individual contribution limits
for inflation. I am pleased that the fol-
lowing Senators have joined me today
in offering this bill: SPENCER ABRAHAM
(R-MI), MIKE DEWINE (R-OH), SLADE
GORTON (R-WA), BOB KERREY (D-NE),
MARY LANDRIEU (D-LA) and CRAIG
THOMAS (R-WY).

Changing the way federal campaigns
are financed is inevitable, the Amer-
ican people will demand it. At some
point, the Senate will have a full and
open debate on how best to reform our
campaign finance system. I was dis-
appointed that floor procedures pre-
vented us from doing so last week, be-
cause several of us had intended to
offer amendments to the McCain-Fein-
gold legislation.

My colleagues and I introduce this
bill today as a bipartisan alternative in
what has been a very polarized debate.
If we are ever to move forward on this
issue, we will need to look at a variety
of ways to reform the campaign finance
system. This bill is a combination of
ideas offered by myself and a number of
my colleagues. Several specific provi-
sions in this bill have widespread sup-
port by both Republicans and Demo-
crats, and, I believe, can form a base
from which consensus can build.

Confidence in our political system is
the essence of representative govern-
ment. This begins with an open and ac-
countable campaign financing system.
We need to rise above partisan, ideo-
logical and personal rivalries, and find
common ground on campaign finance
reform.

There are several elements that must
be part of any reform of our campaign

finance system. One of the most impor-
tant is increased disclosure for all who
participate in the political process. We
should not fear an educated and in-
formed body politic. If individuals and
organizations are going to participate
in the election process, their participa-
tion must be revealed to the public.

To provide for fuller disclosure, this
bill increases the financial reporting
requirements for candidates and polit-
ical parties. This legislation also takes
the rules on broadcast ads that apply
to candidates and extends them to all
political broadcast ads. Under current
federal regulations, when a candidate
buys a political ad, the broadcaster is
required to place information on the ad
in a file that is open to the public. This
includes a record of the times the spots
are scheduled to air, the overall
amount of time purchased and at what
rates, and the names of the officers of
the organization placing the ad. Under
current federal regulations, when an
interest group places a political ad
with a broadcaster, it does not have to
meet all of these requirements. This
bill requires that interest-group ads re-
lated to any federal candidate or issue
go into the broadcaster’s public file.
There would be no added burden on the
broadcaster. The broadcaster would
simply use the same form already used
for candidate and party ads. Let me
make clear one thing the bill does not
do. It does not require organizations to
identify individual donors or provide
membership lists. It preserves a rea-
sonable balance between the public’s
right to know which groups are at-
tempting to influence an election, and
the privacy rights of individual donors.

In addition to disclosure, we need to
look at soft money contributions to na-
tional party committees. Most con-
stitutional experts say that an out-
right ban on soft money would be un-
constitutional. But this unaccountable,
unlimited flood of soft money cas-
cading over America’s politics must be
stopped. We need to find a middle
ground between the extremes of ban-
ning soft money and leaving it unre-
stricted. This bill limits soft money
contributions to national party com-
mittees to $60,000. This is not a ban on
financial support of parties. It is a re-
turn to the original intent of the cam-
paign finance reforms of the 1970s,
which worked well until they were ex-
ploited and abused.

We also need to increase the ability
of individuals to participate in the
most accountable method of campaign
financing. This bill adjusts and indexes
contributions to inflation and indexes
them for further years. For an indi-
vidual, contribution limits would in-
crease from $1,000 to $3,000 per can-
didate, per election. I’ve heard the ar-
gument that raising these limits would
give the wealthy too much influence
and access. If we cap or eliminate soft
money and do not adjust the hard-
money limits, we will chase more
money into the black hole of third-
party ads, where the public cannot
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view the flow of money. I want to bring
more of that money into the sunlight
where the American people have access
to who is giving money and how much.

We have a great opportunity to re-
store some of the confidence the Amer-
ican people have lost in their political
system. Improving our system that se-
lects America’s leaders—who formulate
and implement the policies that govern
our Nation—is a worthy challenge.∑
∑ Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, today I
would like to express my support for
‘‘The Open and Accountable Campaign
Financing Act of 1999,’’ which would
provide this country with much needed
campaign finance reform. Our Con-
stitution lays out the requirements for
someone running for office. In order to
run for the Senate, the Constitution
tells us that there are three require-
ments: you must be at least 30 years
old; you must have been a U.S. citizen
for nine years; and you must be a resi-
dent of the state you wish to represent.

What the Constitution doesn’t tell
you about is a fourth requirement: you
must have an awful lot of money, or at
least know how to raise it. The Con-
stitution doesn’t tell you this because
when the framers drafted the Constitu-
tion, they could not have imagined the
ridiculously large amounts of time and
money one must spend today if he or
she wants to be elected to office.

We need to change the law to give
power back to working families, re-
store their faith in the process, and
make democracy work. That’s why I
have been an avid supporter of the
McCain-Feingold bill and the Shays-
Meehan bill that recently passed the
House, and that’s why I am now a co-
sponsor of Senator HAGEL’s bill.

Earlier this month, the Senate de-
bated the McCain-Feingold bill. This
year’s version was a stripped down
version of the McCain-Feingold bills
we’ve debated, and I have supported, in
years past. Although I prefer the more
comprehensive House passed Shays-
Meehan bill, I understood Senators
MCCAIN and FEINGOLD’S decision to
purposefully strip down their bill. They
knew the realities of the vote count in
the Senate. We didn’t have the votes to
pass anything more comprehensive, so
they introduced a ‘‘barebones’’ bill
which essentially did one simple thing:
ban soft money.

Unfortunately, the bill was pulled
from the floor after a vote showing
McCain-Feingold still didn’t have the
votes to pass. The good news is we
picked up one vote; the bad news is we
still haven’t passed a campaign finance
reform bill. We made progress. That is
why it is important to not let this
issue die on the back burner. That is
why I am joining in Senator HAGEL’s
effort to keep this issue alive.

Currently, soft money is uncapped
and unregulated—corporations, unions
and wealthy individuals can contribute
unlimited amounts of soft money. Sen-
ator HAGEL’s bill would cap soft money
at $60,000. Although I prefer a complete
ban, it is clear the Senate is a few

votes short of passing this ban. Senator
HAGEL’s new approach just might be
the compromise that can muster
enough votes to pass the Senate. Let
me be clear—while I prefer much more
comprehensive reform of our campaign
financing system—I do believe Senator
HAGEL’s proposal is a step in the right
direction. This bill, with its cap on soft
money and tightening of disclosure re-
quirements, would be a good beginning.

The American people are frustrated
with the millions of dollars they see
poured into campaigns. They are frus-
trated with out tendency to talk in-
stead of act. I am hopeful this bill can
help make that happen. In fact I want
to applaud my friend, Senator HAGEL
for his efforts, and urge our colleagues
to support this bill.∑

By Mr. KERRY:
S. 1820. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude na-
tional service educational awards from
the recipient’s gross income; to the
Committee on Finance.

AMERICORPS SCHOLARSHIP FAIRNESS ACT

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation on be-
half of thousands dedicated volunteers
around the country. The legislation I
am offering addresses an inequity in
the tax code that adversely affects
AmeriCorps volunteers. I urge my col-
leagues to pass it immediately.

Since 1994, in 4,000 communities
across the country, AmeriCorps par-
ticipants have tutored and mentored
more than 4 million children, devel-
oped after-school programs for over one
million young people, and helped build
more than 11,000 homes. Their dedica-
tion and commitment are a tribute to
the American tradition of public serv-
ice. Currently, at the conclusion of
1,700 hours of service, AmeriCorps
members receive an education award of
$4,725. The award may be used by
former volunteers to pay for tuition ex-
penses or the repayment of student
loans.

Under long-established tax law,
scholarships and grants are excludable
from income. However, because the
AmeriCorps awards are considered to
represent payment for services ren-
dered, they must be included in taxable
income at the end of the year. This tax
treatment creates a significant hard-
ship for former volunteers. Because
AmeriCorps education awards are sent
directly to the loan agency or edu-
cational institution, they do not rep-
resent income from which a portion
may be reserved by the beneficiary for
the payment of tax. After serving in
AmeriCorps, many former volunteers
work part-time to pay for college, and
the education award pushes their in-
come above the standard income tax
deduction, creating tax liability for an
individual with little means to pay for
it.

Mr. President, allow me to illustrate.
Maleah Thorpe of Sunderland, Massa-
chusetts, is a two-year AmeriCorps
participant. Most recently, Maleah

served as a volunteer with Massachu-
setts Campus Compact. The Massachu-
setts Campus Compact coordinates for-
mal and informal assistance for stu-
dents, staff, and faculty in the areas of:
America Reads and early childhood lit-
eracy initiatives, America Counts and
math education initiatives, and other
Campus and community partnerships.
Maleah’s service has benefited our
community and our country, while at
the same time, has provided a reward-
ing personal experience.

Listen to what Maleah has to say
about AmeriCorps:

My experiences with AmeriCorps have been
life-changing, introducing me to so many op-
portunities and a new appreciation of both
the diversity and strength of people in our
nation. I consider myself fortunate and am
thankful that I will have not one, but two
educational awards should I need to use
them. However, I am at the same time dread-
ing the out-of-pocket expense that will ac-
company their use * * *. Although I was anx-
ious to use the educational award earned
during my first year of service to reduce my
undergraduate loan debt, the cost of paying
taxes on the amount has prohibited me from
doing so.

When I entered AmeriCorps two years ago,
I did so for the service. I also anticipated
that approximately 75 percent of my under-
graduate loan debt would be paid within
three years of graduation, something that
helped justify the financial cost of living on
only the minimal stipend. Instead, I will
enter graduate school in the fall, my under-
graduate loans will continue to accrue inter-
est and I will likely acquire additional loans
to cover some expenses because I can simply
not afford to use and pay taxes on my edu-
cational awards while I am a student.

I know that I am not alone in this predica-
ment. Many alumni with whom I served are
either students or completing additional
years of service, solely responsible for edu-
cational and living expenses. Many of us do
not have additional income to pay taxes on
the educational awards nor the ability to ask
friends or relatives to assist us.

I have given two years to serve my fellow
citizens of the nation and the Common-
wealth and would never give up those experi-
ences. However, I should not now be pun-
ished for this choice by the burden of addi-
tional taxes.

Similar situations arise with other
programs. Congress has recognized
these inequities and acted to address
them. For example, this summer’s Tax-
payer Refund and Relief Act would
have specifically provided that scholar-
ships received through the National
Health Service Corps, the Armed
Forces Health Professions program,
and the National Institutes of Health
Undergraduate program are tax ex-
empt. Let’s do the same for the thou-
sands of volunteers who, through the
AmeriCorps program, give up two years
of their lives to make a difference in
communities across our nation.

The AmeriCorps Scholarship Fair-
ness Act clarifies that AmeriCorps edu-
cation awards should receive the same
tax treatment as a traditional college
scholarship. Under the proposal,
amounts received by an individual as
part of a national service education
award would be eligible for tax-free
treatment as a qualified scholarship
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under section 117 of the tax code, with-
out regard to the fact that the recipi-
ent of the scholarship has provided
services as a condition for receiving
the scholarship. The Joint Tax Com-
mittee estimates the cost in lost rev-
enue would be $2 million the first year,
$15 million over five years, and $32 mil-
lion over ten years.

The government should cherish, not
punish, volunteerism and public serv-
ice. I hope my colleagues will join me
in enacting this simple but meaningful
legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and three
letters from Massachusetts constitu-
ents be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1820

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. EXCLUSION OF NATIONAL SERVICE

EDUCATIONAL AWARDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 117 of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to quali-
fied scholarships) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(e) QUALIFIED NATIONAL SERVICE EDU-
CATIONAL AWARDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Gross income for any
taxable year shall not include any qualified
national service educational award.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED NATIONAL SERVICE EDU-
CATIONAL AWARD.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified na-
tional service educational award’ means any
amount received by an individual in a tax-
able year as a national service educational
award under section 148 of the National and
Community Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
12604) to the extent (except as provided in
subparagraph (C)) such amount does not ex-
ceed the qualified tuition and related ex-
penses (as defined in subsection (b)(2)) of the
individual for such taxable year.

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF EXPENSES.—The
total amount of the qualified tuition and re-
lated expenses (as so defined) which may be
taken into account under subparagraph (A)
with respect to an individual for the taxable
year shall be reduced (after the application
of the reduction provided in section
25A(g)(2)) by the amount of such expenses
which were taken into account in deter-
mining the credit allowed to the taxpayer or
any other person under section 25A with re-
spect to such expenses.

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION TO LIMITATION.—The limi-
tation under subparagraph (A) shall not
apply to any portion of a national service
educational award used by such individual to
repay any student loan described in section
148(a)(1) of such Act or to pay any interest
expense described in section 148(a)(4) of such
Act.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to amounts
received in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1999.

AMERICORPS,
Sunderland, MA, July 20, 1999.

Senator JOHN KERRY,
Russell Senate Office Building, Washington,

DC.
DEAR SENATOR KERRY, My name is Maleah

Thorpe. I am a two year alumna of
AmeriCorps, serving with City Year Rhode
Island (1997—98) and most recently as a

VISTA with Massachusetts Campus Compact
(1998–99) working at the University of Massa-
chusetts at Amherst.

My experiences with AmeriCorps have been
life-changing, introducing me to so many op-
portunities and a new appreciation of both
the diversity and strength of people in our
nation. These past two years have left an im-
measurable impact on my life, changed my
perspective on many things, and even altered
my future plans; in September I will begin
graduate studies at UMass Amherst.

I consider myself fortunate and am thank-
ful that I will have not one, but two, Edu-
cational Awards should I need to use them.
However, I am at the same time dreading the
out-of-pocket expense that will accompany
their use. I had a small preview of what is to
come last December when I used my Interest
Payment option from my first year of
AmeriCorps service. For choosing to use this
‘‘benefit’’ of $543, I was required to pay an
unexpected $120 in state and (mostly) federal
taxes. While this may seem like a small sum,
I assure you that it is not to someone living
on a VISTA stipend where every penny is ac-
counted for to cover basic living expenses.

Although I was anxious to use the Edu-
cational Award earned during my first year
of service to reduce my undergraduate loan
debt, the cost of paying taxes on the amount
has prohibited me from doing so.

When I entered AmeriCorps two years ago,
I did so for the service. I also anticipated
that approximately 75% of my under-
graduate loan debt would be paid within
three years of graduation, something that
helped justify the financial cost of living on
only the minimal stipend. Instead, I will
enter graduate school in the fall, my under-
graduate loans will continue to accrue inter-
est and I will likely acquire additional loans
to cover some expenses because I can simply
not afford to use and pay taxes on my Edu-
cational Awards while I am a student.

I know that I am not alone in this predica-
ment. Many alumni with whom I served are
either students or completing additional
years of service, solely responsible for edu-
cational and living expenses. Many of us do
not have additional income to pay taxes on
the Educational Awards nor the ability to
ask friends or relatives to assist us.

I have given two years to serve my fellow
citizens of the nation and the Common-
wealth and would never give up those experi-
ences. However, I should not now be pun-
ished for this choice by the burden of addi-
tional taxes. As a citizen of the Common-
wealth and on behalf of those who have
served and will serve in the future, I ask that
you work to remove this burden of taxation
of the AmeriCorps Educational Awards.

Thank you for your time and efforts.
Sincerely,

MALEAH F. THORPE.

Ware, MA, July 19, 1999.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: My name is

Jamie Rutherford and I am a resident of
Ware, Massachusetts. Following graduation
from the University of Hartford in 1996, I en-
tered the AmeriCorps National Civilian Com-
munity Corps. I served two 10-month terms
in the program, 1996—97 in Denver, CO, and
1997–98 in Charleston, SC.

My motivation for joining AmeriCorps in-
cluded my desire to travel, to learn new
skills, to lend myself to the community, and
to earn an educational award that I would be
able to apply toward my substantial student
loans. I greatly enjoyed my experience the
first year in Denver, and had very little dif-
ficulty deciding to reapply for a second year
in South Carolina. Over those two years I
took part in fourteen separate projects per-
taining to the environment, education, pub-
lic safety, and unmet human needs. I trav-

eled to nine states and enjoyed experiences
ranging from inner city tutoring, to mid-
western trailbuilding, to even Gulf Coast
erosion control.

My experiences in AmeriCorps were won-
derful, and have instilled in me a great ap-
preciation for national service. I did, how-
ever, face several daunting challenges during
my term of service. The most difficult chal-
lenges usually involved personal finance.
The living stipend provided to us was mini-
mal, and it was often quite difficult to get by
on such meager funds. We did receive addi-
tional allotments for food and travel, how-
ever, and got by as well as possible. Upon
completion of my first year in Denver, I ap-
plied my first award to my student loan pro-
vider here in Massachusetts. The greatest
challenge for me came with the taxation of
that award during my second term in South
Carolina. When I discovered that I owed $350
to the Internal Revenue Service due to the
taxation of the award, I was forced to go on
a monthly payment plan during that second
term. This was very difficult for me consid-
ering our minimal living stipend. I could not
then and cannot now understand why the
award was taxable as such, or why the taxed
amount could not at least be subtracted
from the $4,725 award initially.

Nearly a year after completing my second
term and receiving my second award, I still
maintain the $4,725 balance of that award.
My current finances greatly necessitate the
utilization of the award toward my substan-
tial student loan bills. Nevertheless, I am re-
luctant to do so due to uncertainty for my
future financial viability. I fear that I will
not be able to afford another heavy taxation.
Though the award seems to be so beneficial,
it threatens to actually be somewhat detri-
mental to me.

My hope and request is that this taxation
be abolished. It simply does not seem reason-
able that young people devoting themselves
to the improvement of our country should be
so unjustly penalized. I greatly support
AmeriCorps and all the good that it rep-
resents. I only wish that this one matter
would be reconsidered in order to lift the
gray cloud that has fallen over my memories
of two wonderful years of national service.

Thank you.
JAMES E. RUTHERFORD.

Jamaica Plain, MA, July 20, 1999.
DEAR SENATOR: My name is Brendan Miller

and I am an alumnus of AmeriCorps. I served
two years, one with the Northwest Service
Academy in Oregon and one with City Year
in South Carolina as an AmeriCorps Leader.
My AmeriCorps experience changed my life
and set me on a path of public service that
I now know is my calling.

I currently live in Boston, Massachusetts.
As a supporter of AmeriCorps you surely
know a benefit of the AmeriCorps experience
is the Education Award that is granted at
the end of one’s service. I used approxi-
mately $6,000 of this award in January to pay
off my loans from college. Unfortunately,
the Ed Award is considered income for tax
purposes, so I will be burdened with signifi-
cantly higher taxes this year. In fact, I chose
not to use my whole Award this year in order
to split the tax burden between two years. If
I had used the entire Award this year, my fi-
nancial situation would surely have pre-
vented me from meeting this tax without
significant hardship.

I am working for the Boston Plan for Ex-
cellence in Education, which is a non-profit
that is seeking to encourage lasting school
reform in the Boston schools. Although I re-
ceive great satisfaction from this work, it
does not pay that well. Since my AmeriCorps
experience, I have committed myself to
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doing work that I feel is really making a dif-
ference, but this also means living on a
tighter budget.

I know many of my friends in service have
also made similar commitments to a life of
service. However, our resolve can be tested
by the need to pay our bills. As a graduate of
Brown University with a degree in Computer
Science, I could be making significantly
more money in the for-profit sector, and I
am often tempted to break my commitment
to a life of service.

As a supporter of AmeriCorps and national
service, I know you want to make it easy as
possible for America’s citizens to serve their
country. I ask you to remove the tax on Edu-
cation Awards to take a giant step forward
in this effort.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you
have any additional questions. I look for-
ward to hearing of your leadership on this
issue.

Sincerely,
BRENDAN MILLER.

By Mr. REED (for himself and
Mr. TORRICELLI):

S. 1821. A bill to authorize the United
States to recover from a third party
the value of any housing, education, or
medical care or treatment furnished or
paid for by the United States and pro-
vided to any victim of lead poisoning;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE LEAD POISONING EXPENSE RECOVERY ACT
OF 1999

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation with my
colleague Senator TORRICELLI that
would give the federal government
clear authority to recover from the
manufacturers of lead-based paint,
funds spent on the prevention and
treatment of childhood lead poisoning.

Our knowledge of lead poisoning
dates back to 200 BC, when the Greek
physician Galen wrote ‘‘lead makes the
mind give way.’’ Benjamin Franklin
knew about ‘‘the mischievous effects of
lead’’ back when he wrote those words
in 1786. In the late 19th century, sci-
entific studies and medical reports
began detailing the effects of lead on
children. And by 1904, the source of
those poisonings was identified as
white lead paint used in housing.
Queensland, Australia, was the first to
ban certain applications of lead-based
paint in 1922. Austria, Belgium, Bul-
garia, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Estonia,
France, Latvia, Poland, Romania,
Spain, and Sweden followed suit in the
mid-1920’s. In 1978, more than a half of
a century later, lead-based paint was
banned in the United States.

Today, nearly one million pre-
schoolers nationwide have excessive
levels of lead in their blood; making
lead poisoning the leading environ-
mental health disease among children.
Even low levels of lead exposure can
cause serious injury to the developing
brain and nervous system of children,
lost IQ points, learning and reading
disabilities, hyperactivity, and aggres-
sive or delinquent behavior. At high
levels of exposure, lead causes mental
retardation, coma, convulsions and
even death.

Lead-based paint in housing is the
major remaining source of exposure

and is responsible for most cases of
childhood lead poisoning. Children con-
tract lead poisoning when they come
into contact with lead-based paint
chips, contaminated soil, or dust gen-
erated from deteriorated paint. An es-
timated three million tons of lead still
coats the walls and woodwork of Amer-
ican homes. Approximately half of
America’s housing stock, roughly 64
million units contain some lead-based
paint. Twenty million of which are
considered hazardous because they con-
tain paint which is peeling, cracked, or
chipped. My home state of Rhode Is-
land has the fifth oldest housing stock
in the country, and, as a result, has a
lead poisoning rate that is three times
the national average.

Sadly, this disease is particularly
prevalent in those communities with
the fewest resources to address the
problem. Poor children are eight times
more likely than kids from moderate
and upper income families to contract
lead poisoning. Yet, while lead poi-
soning is most prevalent in low-income
communities, 20–25 percent of children
who are poisoned live in middle- or
upper-income homes. They were
poisoned by exposure to lead released
through renovation or repainting ac-
tivities.

Taxpayers have already paid billions
of dollars to deal with the tragic con-
sequences of childhood lead exposure,
including large expenditures for med-
ical care, special education, and lead
abatement in housing. However, what
has been spent so far is barely a drop in
the bucket. In Rhode Island alone, we
are looking at a bill of $300 million to
clean up just the most dangerous hous-
ing units. There are simply not enough
grant or loan programs available. Last
year, one federal lead abatement pro-
gram had to turn down nine applicants
for every grant it made.

Each year, we fight to make child-
hood lead poisoning a priority in Con-
gress, in State legislatures, in cities,
and in communities, knowing that the
real solution is getting rid of the
source of a child’s exposure. At the
same time we are frightfully aware
that it could be decades longer, and
millions of poisoned children later,
until we finally ‘‘get the lead out.’’

The Rhode Island Attorney General
recently filed a 10-count lawsuit
against the manufacturers of lead
paint and the industry’s trade associa-
tion. The lawsuit documents nearly a
century-long record of industry culpa-
bility. The lead industry aggressively
marketed its product as safe, despite
knowledge of its harmful effects that
were made apparent by continuous
warnings from the medical community.
To date, an industry that has over $30
billion in assets has yet to make a sig-
nificant contribution to addressing the
problems associated with its product.

Clearly, victims of lead poisoning
were never given a chance, not even a
warning. Parents were never told that
the product they used to beautify their
home could prevent their children from

achieving their fullest potential. In-
stead, the industry fought regulations
in California, New York, and Maryland
that would have banned the use of lead-
based paint or required the product to
be labeled as poisonous. In 1954, the
Board of Health of New York City pro-
posed a sanitary code provision ban-
ning the sale of paints containing more
than 1 percent lead, and requiring lead
paint to be labeled as ‘‘poisonous’’ and
not for interior use. The lead industry
opposed the proposal as ‘‘unnecessary
and unjustified’’ and unduly burden-
some. Ultimately, the New York City
Board of Health dropped the proposed
ban of lead paint in 1955, and adopted a
more narrow warning label require-
ment. This is only one example from an
extensive record of industry wrong-
doing which I believe the federal gov-
ernment should have the authority to
address.

That is why Senator TORRICELLI and
I are introducing legislation that will
ensure that justice is served. Our legis-
lation provides clear authority for the
Federal government to recover the sig-
nificant resources it has expended to
mitigate childhood lead poisoning.
This includes dollars spent on medical
care and treatment, special education,
and funds spent to make homes lead-
safe for children. As cities and states
stand up and say enough is enough, it
is only appropriate for the federal gov-
ernment to join them in the effort to
hold the industry responsible. The se-
verity of childhood lead poisoning and
the considerable expense borne by tax-
payers to clean up the industry’s mess
demands action now. I urge my Senate
colleagues to join me in supporting
this legislation so that we can move
aggressively towards our goal to end
childhood lead poisoning. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of this bill
be printed in the RECORD.

S. 1821
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Lead Poi-
soning Expense Recovery Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) Lead poisoning is the number 1 environ-

mental health threat to young children, af-
fecting an estimated 890,000 children.

(2) Most children are poisoned in their
homes through exposure to lead particles
when lead-based paint deteriorates or is dis-
turbed during home renovation or repaint-
ing.

(3) Lead paint remains in almost 2⁄3 of the
housing stock of the United States.

(4) Lead poisoning may cause serious, long-
term harm to children, including reduced in-
telligence and attention span, behavior prob-
lems, learning disabilities, and impaired
growth.

(5) Research shows that children with ele-
vated levels of lead in their blood are 7 times
more likely to drop out of high school than
children without elevated blood-lead levels.

(6) Children from low-income families are 8
times more likely to be poisoned by lead
than children from high-income families.

(7) African-American children are 5 times
more likely to be poisoned by lead than
white children.
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SEC. 3. SUITS BY THE UNITED STATES AUTHOR-

IZED.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which the

United States is authorized or required to
furnish housing, education, or medical care
or treatment to an individual who suffers
from or is at risk of lead poisoning (or to pay
for the housing, education, or medical care
or treatment of such an individual) under
circumstances creating liability upon any
third party, the United States shall have the
right to recover (independent of the rights of
the injured or diseased individual) the value
of the housing (including the cost of lead
hazard evaluation and control), education, or
medical care or treatment furnished or paid
for by the United States before, on, or after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) AMOUNTS RECOVERED.—Any amount re-
covered by the United States under sub-
section (a) shall be available, subject to au-
thorization and appropriations Acts, to en-
hance childhood lead poisoning prevention
and treatment activities, including lead haz-
ard evaluation and control.

(c) THIRD PARTY DEFINED.—In this section,
the term ‘‘third party’’ means any manufac-
turer of lead or lead compound for use in
paint or any trade association that rep-
resents such a manufacturer.

(d) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—No action
may be brought under this section more than
6 years after the later of—

(1) the date of enactment of this Act; or
(2) the date on which the United States in-

curs the expense.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and
Ms. SNOWE):

S. 1822. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act, the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to require that group and individual
health insurance coverage and group
health plans provide coverage for treat-
ment of a minor child’s congenital or
developmental deformity or disorder
due to trauma, infection, tumor, or dis-
ease; to the Committee on Finance.

TREATMENT OF CHILDREN’S DEFORMITIES ACT
OF 1999

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation with my
colleague, Senator SNOWE, to address
the growing problem of HMOs denying
insurance coverage for reconstructive
surgery for children suffering from
physical defects and deformities. This
legislation would require medical plans
to cover the medical procedures to re-
construct a child’s appearance if they
are born with abnormal structures of
the body, including a cleft lip or pal-
ate.

Today, approximately seven percent
of American children are born with pe-
diatric deformities and congenital de-
fects such as cleft lip, cleft palate,
missing limbs including ears, and other
facial deformities. Unfortunately, it
has become commonplace for insurance
companies to label reconstructive pro-
cedures to correct these deformities as
cosmetic surgery and deny coverage to
help these children eradicate or reduce
deformities and acquire a normal ap-
pearance.

A recent survey of the American So-
ciety of Plastic and Reconstructive
Surgeons indicated that over half the
plastic surgeons questioned have had a

pediatric patient in the last two years
who has been denied, or experienced
tremendous difficulty in obtaining, in-
surance coverage for reconstructive
surgery.

It is disgraceful that many insurance
companies claim that medical services
to restore to a child some semblance of
a normal appearance are superfluous
and merely for vanity or cosmetic pur-
poses. My colleagues may be wondering
how such a ludicrous and cruel argu-
ment can be made when these proce-
dures are clearly reconstructive in na-
ture. Helping a child born without ears
or with a cleft so severe it extends to
her hairline is not cosmetic surgery.

The medical and developmental com-
plications arise from these conditions
are tremendous. Speech impediments,
hearing difficulties and dental prob-
lems are a few of the physical side ef-
fects resulting from a child’s physical
deformity. In addition, the effect of a
child’s deformities on their personal
development, confidence, and self-es-
teem and their future aspirations and
achievements, is often very far reach-
ing.

A healthy self image is vitally impor-
tant to develop self esteem and con-
fidence. How people see themselves,
and how others see them, helps deter-
mine how a person feels about himself
and whether he has the strength to
cope with difficult challenges, includ-
ing the taunting of peers and dis-
engagement from school activities. As
parents, we want our children to be
armed with a healthy self esteem and
confidence. The best way to guarantee
that happens is to help them develop a
strong and healthy self image.

At the same time, I recognize that we
live in a society which places a high
value on physical beauty and often un-
fairly uses it to measure a person’s
worth, ability or potential in society.
It is unrealistic not to recognize the
unfair obstacles facing children born
with deformities if they are not pro-
vided access to medical services to help
them attain a more normal physical
appearance.

Some of my colleagues may know
that my daughter, Bridget, whom
Cindy and I adopted from Mother The-
resa’s orphanage in Bangladesh, was
born with a severe cleft. We are fortu-
nate to have had the means and oppor-
tunities to provide the expert medical
care necessary to help Bridget phys-
ically and emotionally. However, we,
too, encountered numerous obstacles
and denials by our insurance providers
who did not believe that Bridget’s med-
ical treatment was necessary. Fortu-
nately, Cindy and I were able to afford
the reconstructive services Bridget
needed, despite denials by our health
plan. Most hard-working American
families are not so fortunate. That is
why I am introducing this important
bill to assist all American children.

This is not a new mandate that could
cause health care premiums to esca-
late. What I am proposing simply pro-
hibits plans from frivolously ruling

that substantial, medically needed re-
constructive surgeon for children to
obtain a relatively normal appearance
is cosmetic and refusing to pay for the
procedures. This bill ensures that all
children are afforded an opportunity to
lead a more normal life and realize
their full potential.

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

The bill follows:
S. 1822

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Treatment
of Children’s Deformities Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. COVERAGE OF MINOR CHILD’S CON-

GENITAL OR DEVELOPMENTAL DE-
FORMITY OR DISORDER.

(a) GROUP HEALTH PLANS.—
(1) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT AMEND-

MENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 2 of part A of

title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 300gg–4 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2707. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS

FOR MINOR CHILD’S CONGENITAL
OR DEVELOPMENTAL DEFORMITY
OR DISORDER.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE
SURGERY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and
a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage, that provides
coverage for surgical benefits shall provide
coverage for outpatient and inpatient diag-
nosis and treatment of a minor child’s con-
genital or developmental deformity, disease,
or injury. A minor child shall include any in-
dividual up to 21 years of age.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Any coverage pro-
vided under paragraph (1) shall be subject to
pre-authorization or pre-certification as re-
quired by the plan or issuer, and such cov-
erage shall include any surgical treatment
which, in the opinion of the treating physi-
cian, is medically necessary to approximate
a normal appearance.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT DEFINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term

‘treatment’ includes reconstructive surgical
procedures (procedures that are generally
performed to improve function, but may also
be performed to approximate a normal ap-
pearance) that are performed on abnormal
structures of the body caused by congenital
defects, developmental abnormalities, trau-
ma, infection, tumors, or disease, including—

‘‘(i) procedures that do not materially af-
fect the function of the body part being
treated; and

‘‘(ii) procedures for secondary conditions
and follow-up treatment.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Such term does not in-
clude cosmetic surgery performed to reshape
normal structures of the body to improve ap-
pearance or self-esteem.

‘‘(b) NOTICE.—A group health plan under
this part shall comply with the notice re-
quirement under section 713(b) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 with respect to the requirements of this
section as if such section applied to such
plan.’’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
2723(c) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 300gg–23(c)) is amended by striking
‘‘section 2704’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 2704
and 2707’’.

(2) ERISA AMENDMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of

subtitle B of title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
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1185 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 714. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS

FOR MINOR CHILD’S CONGENITAL
OR DEVELOPMENTAL DEFORMITY
OR DISORDER.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE
SURGERY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and
a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage, that provides
coverage for surgical benefits shall provide
coverage for outpatient and inpatient diag-
nosis and treatment of a minor child’s con-
genital or developmental deformity, disease,
or injury. A minor child shall include any in-
dividual up to 21 years of age.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Any coverage pro-
vided under paragraph (1) shall be subject to
pre-authorization or pre-certification as re-
quired by the plan or issuer, and such cov-
erage shall include any surgical treatment
which, in the opinion of the treating physi-
cian, is medically necessary to approximate
a normal appearance.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT DEFINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term

‘treatment’ includes reconstructive surgical
procedures (procedures that are generally
performed to improve function, but may also
be performed to approximate a normal ap-
pearance) that are performed on abnormal
structures of the body caused by congenital
defects, developmental abnormalities, trau-
ma, infection, tumors, or disease, including—

‘‘(i) procedures that do not materially af-
fect the function of the body part being
treated; and

‘‘(ii) procedures for secondary conditions
and follow-up treatment.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Such term does not in-
clude cosmetic surgery performed to reshape
normal structures of the body to improve ap-
pearance or self-esteem.

‘‘(b) NOTICE UNDER GROUP HEALTH PLAN.—
The imposition of the requirements of this
section shall be treated as a material modi-
fication in the terms of the plan described in
section 102(a)(1), for purposes of assuring no-
tice of such requirements under the plan; ex-
cept that the summary description required
to be provided under the last sentence of sec-
tion 104(b)(1) with respect to such modifica-
tion shall be provided by not later than 60
days after the first day of the first plan year
in which such requirements apply.’’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(i) Section 731(c) of the Employee Retire-

ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1191(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 711’’
and inserting ‘‘sections 711 and 714’’.

(ii) Section 732(a) of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1191a(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘section
711’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 711 and 714’’.

(iii) The table of contents in section 1 of
the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1001) is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 713
the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 714. Standards relating to benefits for
minor child’s congenital or de-
velopmental deformity or dis-
order.’’.

(3) INTERNAL REVENUE CODE AMENDMENTS.—
Subchapter B of chapter 100 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended—

(A) in the table of sections, by inserting
after the item relating to section 9812 the
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9813. Standards relating to benefits for
minor child’s congenital or de-
velopmental deformity or dis-
order.’’; and

(B) by inserting after section 9812 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘SEC. 9813. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS
FOR MINOR CHILD’S CONGENITAL
OR DEVELOPMENTAL DEFORMITY
OR DISORDER.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE
SURGERY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and
a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage, that provides
coverage for surgical benefits shall provide
coverage for outpatient and inpatient diag-
nosis and treatment of a minor child’s con-
genital or developmental deformity, disease,
or injury. A minor child shall include any in-
dividual up to 21 years of age.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Any coverage pro-
vided under paragraph (1) shall be subject to
pre-authorization or pre-certification as re-
quired by the plan or issuer, and such cov-
erage shall include any surgical treatment
which, in the opinion of the treating physi-
cian, is medically necessary to approximate
a normal appearance.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT DEFINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term

‘treatment’ includes reconstructive surgical
procedures (procedures that are generally
performed to improve function, but may also
be performed to approximate a normal ap-
pearance) that are performed on abnormal
structures of the body caused by congenital
defects, developmental abnormalities, trau-
ma, infection, tumors, or disease, including—

‘‘(i) procedures that do not materially af-
fect the function of the body part being
treated; and

‘‘(ii) procedures for secondary conditions
and follow-up treatment.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Such term does not in-
clude cosmetic surgery performed to reshape
normal structures of the body to improve ap-
pearance or self-esteem.’’.

(b) INDIVIDUAL HEALTH INSURANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Part B of title XXVII of

the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
300gg–41 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 2752 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2753. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS

FOR MINOR CHILD’S CONGENITAL
OR DEVELOPMENTAL DEFORMITY
OR DISORDER.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE
SURGERY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and
a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage, that provides
coverage for surgical benefits shall provide
coverage for outpatient and inpatient diag-
nosis and treatment of a minor child’s con-
genital or developmental deformity, disease,
or injury. A minor child shall include any in-
dividual up to 21 years of age.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Any coverage pro-
vided under paragraph (1) shall be subject to
pre-authorization or pre-certification as re-
quired by the plan or issuer, and such cov-
erage shall include any surgical treatment
which, in the opinion of the treating physi-
cian, is medically necessary to approximate
a normal appearance.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT DEFINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term

‘treatment’ includes reconstructive surgical
procedures (procedures that are generally
performed to improve function, but may also
be performed to approximate a normal ap-
pearance) that are performed on abnormal
structures of the body caused by congenital
defects, developmental abnormalities, trau-
ma, infection, tumors, or disease, including—

‘‘(i) procedures that do not materially af-
fect the function of the body part being
treated; and

‘‘(ii) procedures for secondary conditions
and follow-up treatment.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Such term does not in-
clude cosmetic surgery performed to reshape
normal structures of the body to improve ap-
pearance or self-esteem.

‘‘(b) NOTICE.—A health insurance issuer
under this part shall comply with the notice
requirement under section 714(b) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 with respect to the requirements re-
ferred to in subsection (a) as if such section
applied to such issuer and such issuer were a
group health plan.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
2762(b)(2) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 300gg–62(b)(2)) is amended by striking
‘‘section 2751’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 2751
and 2753’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) GROUP MARKET.—The amendments made

by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
group health plans for plan years beginning
on or after January 1, 2000.

(2) INDIVIDUAL MARKET.—The amendment
made by subsection (b) shall apply with re-
spect to health insurance coverage offered,
sold, issued, renewed, in effect, or operated
in the individual market on or after such
date.

(d) COORDINATED REGULATIONS.—Section
104(1) of Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 1996 is amended by
striking ‘‘this subtitle (and the amendments
made by this subtitle and section 401)’’ and
inserting ‘‘the provisions of part 7 of subtitle
B of title I of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, the provisions of
parts A and C of title XXVII of the Public
Health Service Act, and chapter 100 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986’’.∑

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. ABRAHAM, and Mr.
DODD):

S. 1823. A bill to revise and extend
the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act of 1994; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

THE SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOL AND
COMMUNITIES ACT

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, it is no
secret that drugs and violence destroy
lives and families. They also can de-
stroy entire neighborhoods and com-
munities. More and more, our young
people—our children—are being ex-
posed to the evils of drugs and the dan-
gers of violence. That is why I am in-
troducing legislation today, along with
my colleagues Senators DODD and MUR-
RAY, that would reauthorize the Safe
and Drug Free Schools program.

This program funds a wide range of
drug education and prevention activi-
ties. Our bill, which was drafted with
the assistance of community anti-drug
organization representatives, would
give states greater flexibility on tar-
geting assistance to schools in need; in-
crease accountability measures to en-
sure that assistance is targeted to pro-
grams that work; and improve coordi-
nation of Safe and Drug Free programs
with other community-based anti-drug
programs.

Mr. President, I have dedicated a
great deal of time, both in the House
and the Senate, to fighting illegal drug
use in this country. Way back in 1990,
as a Member of the House of Represent-
atives, I was on the National Commis-
sion on Drug Free Schools. From my
experience on this Commission, and
through my work on drug prevention
when I was Lieutenant Governor of
Ohio, I learned that school-based pre-
vention efforts must be coordinated
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and consistent during a child’s school
years. Programs must not have gaps
that leave our children vulnerable to
the lure of drugs.

Throughout my efforts, I always have
emphasized the importance of a bal-
anced attack against drug use. We
must win the fight against people who
manufacture and grow drugs, we must
put a stop to those who transport ille-
gal drugs into, and through, this coun-
try, and we must fight against the
dealers who their trade drugs on our
streets and yes, even in our schools.

There are many fronts in the impor-
tant battle against drugs. The Safe and
Drug Free Schools program is one area
where I think we can improve our ef-
forts. I believe we should continue the
Safe and Drug Free Schools Program,
but increase the accountability of fed-
erally funded programs and focus lim-
ited resources on programs that dem-
onstrate an actual reduction in drug
use. We must provide parents, schools,
and local communities with the re-
sources and flexibility they need to re-
duce drug use among kids.

Every child deserves to live and go to
school in a drug and violence-free com-
munity. Our bill helps ensure that our
children have this opportunity. Con-
gress first passed the Anti-Drug Abuse
Act—the precursor to the Safe and
Drug Free Schools and Communities
Act—in 1986. This legislation was the
product of an aggressive, ambitious,
and comprehensive anti-drug effort,
which contributed to a 25% overall re-
duction in adolescent drug use from
1988 to 1992. Unfortunately, over the
course of this decade, much of that suc-
cess was lost. Youth drug use increased
dramatically, including an 80% in-
crease in marijuana use by high school
seniors, an 80% increase in cocaine use,
and a 100% increase in heroin use. We
must reverse this trend. We have an ob-
ligation to our kids to reverse this
trend.

I believe that our children’s dis-
turbing acceptance and experimen-
tation of life-destroying drugs is due in
large part to the Administration’s na-
tional anti-drug strategy, which has
been neither balanced nor comprehen-
sive. Reinvesting in an improved Safe
and Drug Free Schools and Commu-
nities program is a critical part of re-
storing effectiveness in and purpose to
our national drug policy. Our legisla-
tion would be a major assault against
drugs and violence in our schools and
communities, by coordinating school-
based programs with the broader com-
munity anti-drug effort.

Children spend more time at school
than at any single place. A quality edu-
cation starts with a quality edu-
cational environment. Congress can
show its commitment to this goal by
continuing—and improving—our in-
vestment in the Safe and Drug Free
Schools and Communities Program.
Specifically, our bill would increase
the accountability within the program
and ensure that only effective, re-
searched-based programs receive fed-

eral funding. Also, it would provide
States and Governors with greater
flexibility in targeting their grants to
prevent youth violence and drug use.
Each state has unique drug prevention
challenges and this bill provides the
states with the flexibility to target
funds to all of their schools, focus on
those schools with the greatest drug/vi-
olence problems, or a combination of
these two groups.

Our bill would increase community
participation in the development and
implementation of drug and violence
prevention programs. Drug abuse and
violence among young people is a com-
munity problem and requires a commu-
nity-based solution. That’s why when
we drafted this bill, we worked closely
with the Community Anti-Drug Coali-
tion of America. Thanks to their input,
this bill ensures that the entire com-
munity is involved in the creation and
execution of programs to fight youth
drug abuse and violence. It would
maintain a viable program for all
schools willing to conduct research-
based violence and drug abuse preven-
tion programs.

Mr. President, the threat of vio-
lence—and the reality of drug abuse—
in our schools are all too real. If we get
to our kids before the drug dealers do—
if we have a policy of zero tolerance on
drugs—America’s children have a
chance. I believe that the Safe and
Drug Free Schools program empowers
America’s families and teachers with
the information, training, and re-
sources they need to help our children
resist the temptation of drugs.

Over the coming months, we will be
reauthorizing the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. The Safe and
Drug Free is an important part of that
legislation. I look forward to working
on this bill and making this country’s
schools safer and drug free for our kids.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be entered into the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1823
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Reau-
thorization Act’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
1965.

Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘TITLE IV—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE
SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

‘‘SEC. 4001. SHORT TITLE.
‘‘This title may be cited as the ‘Safe and

Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of
1994’.
‘‘SEC. 4002. FINDINGS.

‘‘Congress makes the following findings:
‘‘(1) Every student should attend a school

in a drug- and violence-free learning environ-
ment.

‘‘(2) The widespread illegal use of alcohol
and drugs among the Nation’s secondary
school students, and increasingly by stu-
dents in elementary schools as well, con-
stitutes a grave threat to such students’
physical and mental well-being, and signifi-
cantly impedes the learning process. For ex-
ample, data show that students who drink
tend to receive lower grades and are more
likely to miss school because of illness than
students who do not drink.

‘‘(3) Drug and violence prevention pro-
grams are essential components of a com-
prehensive strategy to promote school safe-
ty, youth development, positive school out-
comes, and to reduce the demand for and il-
legal use of alcohol, tobacco and drugs
throughout the Nation. Schools, local orga-
nizations, parents, students, and commu-
nities throughout the Nation have a special
responsibility to work together to combat
the continuing epidemic of violence and ille-
gal drug use and should measure the success
of their programs against clearly defined
goals and objectives.

‘‘(4) Drug and violence prevention pro-
grams are most effective when implemented
within a research-based, drug and violence
prevention framework of proven effective-
ness.

‘‘(5) Research clearly shows that commu-
nity contexts contribute to substance abuse
and violence.

‘‘(6) Substance abuse and violence are in-
tricately related and must be dealt with in a
holistic manner.

‘‘(7) Research has documented that paren-
tal behavior and environment directly influ-
ence a child’s inclination to use alcohol, to-
bacco or drugs.
‘‘SEC. 4003. PURPOSE.

‘‘The purpose of this title is to support pro-
grams that prevent violence in and around
schools and prevent the illegal use of alco-
hol, tobacco, and drugs, involve parents, and
are coordinated with related Federal, State,
school, and community efforts and resources,
through the provision of Federal assistance
to—

‘‘(1) States for grants to local educational
agencies and educational service agencies
and consortia of such agencies to establish,
operate, and improve local programs of
school drug and violence prevention, early
intervention, rehabilitation referral, and
education in elementary and secondary
schools (including intermediate and junior
high schools);

‘‘(2) States for grants to, and contracts
with, community-based organizations and
other public and private nonprofit agencies
and organizations for programs of drug and
violence prevention including community
mobilization, early intervention, rehabilita-
tion referral, and education;

‘‘(3) States for grants to local educational
agencies and educational service agencies
and consortia for the development and im-
plementation of policies that set clear and
appropriate standards regarding the illegal
use of alcohol, tobacco and drugs, and for
violent behavior.

‘‘(4) States for development, training, tech-
nical assistance, and coordination activities;

‘‘(5) public and private nonprofit organiza-
tions to provide technical assistance, con-
duct training, demonstrations, and evalua-
tion, and to provide supplementary services
and community mobilization activities for
the prevention of drug use and violence
among students and youth; and

‘‘(6) institutions of higher education to es-
tablish, operate, expand, and improve pro-
grams of school drug and violence preven-
tion, education, and rehabilitation referral
for students enrolled in colleges and univer-
sities.
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‘‘SEC. 4004. FUNDING.

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated—
‘‘(1) $700,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, and

such sums as may be necessary for each of
the 4 succeeding fiscal years, for State
grants under subpart 1 of part A;

‘‘(2) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the 4 succeeding fiscal years, for national
programs under subpart 2 of part A; and

‘‘(3) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2001, and such
sums as may be necessary for each of the 4
succeeding fiscal years, for the National Co-
ordinator Initiative under section 4122.
‘‘PART A—STATE GRANTS FOR DRUG AND

VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS
‘‘Subpart 1—State Grants for Drug and

Violence Prevention Programs
‘‘SEC. 4011. RESERVATIONS AND ALLOTMENTS.

‘‘(a) RESERVATIONS.—From the amount
made available under section 4004(1) to carry
out this subpart for each fiscal year, the
Secretary—

‘‘(1) shall reserve 1 percent of such amount
for grants under this subpart to Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, to be allotted in accordance with the
Secretary’s determination of their respective
needs;

‘‘(2) shall reserve 1 percent of such amount
for the Secretary of the Interior to carry out
programs under this part for Indian youth;

‘‘(3) may reserve not more than $1,000,000
for the national impact evaluation required
by section 4117(a); and

‘‘(4) shall reserve 0.2 percent of such
amount for programs for Native Hawaiians
under section 4118.

‘‘(b) STATE ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall, for each
fiscal year, allocate among the States—

‘‘(A) one-half of the remainder not reserved
under subsection (a) according to the ratio
between the school-aged population of each
State and the school-aged population of all
the States; and

‘‘(B) one-half of such remainder according
to the ratio between the amount each State
received under part A of title I for the pre-
ceding year and the sum of such amounts re-
ceived by all the States.

‘‘(2) MINIMUM.—For any fiscal year, no
State shall be allotted under this subsection
an amount that is less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of the total amount allotted to all the
States under this subsection.

‘‘(3) REALLOTMENT.—The Secretary may
reallot any amount of any allotment to a
State if the Secretary determines that the
State will be unable to use such amount
within 2 years of such allotment. Such re-
allotments shall be made on the same basis
as allotments are made under paragraph (1).

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:
‘‘(A) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each

of the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

‘‘(B) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The
term ‘local educational agency’ includes edu-
cational service agencies and consortia of
such agencies.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—Amounts appropriated
under this section for programs under this
subpart shall not be used to carry out na-
tional programs under subpart 2.
‘‘SEC. 4112. STATE APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to receive an al-
lotment under section 4111 for any fiscal
year, a State shall submit to the Secretary,
at such time as the Secretary may require,
an application that—

‘‘(1) contains a comprehensive plan for the
use of funds by the State educational agency
and the chief executive officer to provide
safe, orderly, and drug-free schools and com-
munities;

‘‘(2) contains the results of the State’s
needs assessment for drug and violence pre-
vention programs, which shall be based on
the results of on-going State evaluation ac-
tivities, including data on the incidence and
prevalence, age of onset, perception of health
risk, and perception of social disapproval of
drug use and violence by youth in schools
and communities and the prevalence of risk
or protective factors, buffers or assets or
other research-based variables in the school
and community;

‘‘(3) contains assurances that the sections
of the application concerning the funds pro-
vided to the chief executive officer and the
State educational agency were developed to-
gether, with each such officer or State rep-
resentative, in consultation and coordina-
tion with appropriate State officials and oth-
ers, including the chief State school officer,
the chief executive officer, the head of the
State alcohol and drug abuse agency, the
heads of the State health and mental health
agencies, the head of the State criminal jus-
tice planning agency, the head of the State
child welfare agency, the head of the State
board of education, or their designees, and
representatives of parents, students, and
community-based organizations;

‘‘(4) contains an assurance that the State
will cooperate with, and assist, the Sec-
retary in conducting a national impact eval-
uation of programs required by section
4117(a);

‘‘(5) contains assurances that the State
education agency and the Governor will de-
velop their respective applications in con-
sultation with an advisory council that in-
cludes, to the extent practicable, representa-
tives from school districts, businesses, par-
ent organizations, youth, teachers, adminis-
trators, pupil services personnel, private
schools, appropriate State agencies, commu-
nity-based organization, the medical profes-
sion, law enforcement, the faith community
and other groups with interest and expertise
in alcohol, tobacco, drug, and violence pre-
vention;

‘‘(6) contains assurances that the State
education agency and the Governor involve
the representatives described in paragraph
(4), on an ongoing basis, to review program
evaluations and other relevant material and
make recommendations to the State edu-
cation agency and the Governor on how to
improve their respective alcohol, tobacco,
drug, and violence prevention programs;

‘‘(7) contains a list of the State’s results-
based performance measures for drug and vi-
olence prevention, that shall—

‘‘(A) be focused on student behavior and at-
titudes and be derived from the needs assess-
ment;

‘‘(B) include targets and due dates for the
attainment of such performance measures;
and

‘‘(C) include a description of the proce-
dures that the State will use to inform local
educational agencies of such performance
measures for assessing and publicly report-
ing progress toward meeting such measures
or revising them as needed; and

‘‘(8) includes any other information the
Secretary may require.

‘‘(b) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY FUNDS.—
A State’s application under this section shall
also contain a comprehensive plan for the
use of funds under section 4113(a) by the
State educational agency that includes—

‘‘(1) a plan for monitoring the implementa-
tion of, and providing technical assistance
regarding, the drug and violence prevention
programs conducted by local educational
agencies in accordance with section 4116

‘‘(2) a description of how the State edu-
cational agency will use funds under section
4113(b);

‘‘(3) a description of how the State edu-
cational agency will coordinate such agen-
cy’s activities under this subpart with the
chief executive officer’s drug and violence
prevention programs under this subpart and
with the prevention efforts of other State
agencies; and

‘‘(4) a description of the procedures the
State educational agency will use to review
applications from and allocate funding to
local educational agencies under section
4115.

‘‘(c) GOVERNOR’S FUNDS.—A State’s appli-
cation under this section shall also contain a
comprehensive plan for the use of funds
under section 4114(a) by the chief executive
officer that includes—

‘‘(1) a description of how the chief execu-
tive officer will coordinate such officer’s ac-
tivities under this part with the State edu-
cational agency and other State agencies
and organizations involved with drug and vi-
olence prevention efforts;

‘‘(2) a description of how funds reserved
under section 4114(a) will be used so as not to
duplicate the efforts of the State educational
agency and local educational agencies with
regard to the provision of school-based pre-
vention efforts and services and how those
funds will be used to serve populations not
normally served by the State educational
agency, such as school dropouts and youth in
detention centers;

‘‘(3) a description of how the chief execu-
tive officer will award funds under section
4114(a) and a plan for monitoring the per-
formance of, and providing technical assist-
ance to, recipients of such funds;

‘‘(4) a description of the special outreach
activities that will be carried out to maxi-
mize the participation of community-based
organizations of demonstrated effectiveness
which provide services in low-income com-
munities; and

‘‘(5) a description of how funds will be used
to support community-wide comprehensive
drug and violence prevention planning and
community mobilization activities.

‘‘(d) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
use a peer review process in reviewing State
applications under this section.

‘‘(e) INTERIM APPLICATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provisions of this section,
a State may submit for fiscal year 2000 a 1-
year interim application and plan for the use
of funds under this subpart that are con-
sistent with the requirements of this section
and contain such information as the Sec-
retary may specify in regulations. The pur-
pose of such interim application and plan
shall be to afford the State the opportunity
to fully develop and review such State’s ap-
plication and comprehensive plan otherwise
required by this section. A State may not re-
ceive a grant under this subpart for a fiscal
year subsequent to fiscal year 2000 unless the
Secretary has approved such State’s applica-
tion and comprehensive plan in accordance
with this subpart.
‘‘SEC. 4113. STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

AGENCY PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), an amount equal to 80 percent
of the total amount allocated to a State
under section 4111 for each fiscal year shall
be used by the State educational agency and
its local educational agencies for drug and
violence prevention activities in accordance
with this section.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State has, on or be-

fore January 1, 1994, established an inde-
pendent State agency for the purpose of ad-
ministering all of the funds described in sec-
tion 5121 of this Act (as such section was in
effect on the day preceding the date of the
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enactment of the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994), then—

‘‘(i) an amount equal to 80 percent of the
total amount allocated to such State under
section 4111 for each fiscal year shall be used
by the State educational agency and its local
educational agencies for drug and violence
prevention activities in accordance with this
section; and

‘‘(ii) an amount equal to 20 percent of such
total amount shall be used by such inde-
pendent State agency for drug and violence
prevention activities in accordance with this
section.

‘‘(B) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more
than 5 percent of the amount reserved under
subparagraph (A)(ii) may be used for admin-
istrative costs of the independent State
agency incurred in carrying out the activi-
ties described in such subparagraph.

‘‘(C) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the term ‘independent State
agency’ means an independent agency with a
board of directors or a cabinet level agency
whose chief executive officer is appointed by
the chief executive officer of the State and
confirmed with the advice and consent of the
senate of such State.

‘‘(b) STATE LEVEL PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational

agency shall use not more than 5 percent of
the amount available under subsection (a)
for activities such as—

‘‘(A) training and technical assistance con-
cerning drug and violence prevention for
local educational agencies and educational
service agencies, including teachers, admin-
istrators, coaches and athletic directors,
other staff, parents, students, community
leaders, health service providers, local law
enforcement officials, and judicial officials;

‘‘(B) the development, identification, dis-
semination, and evaluation of the most read-
ily available, accurate, and up-to-date cur-
riculum materials (including videotapes,
software, and other technology-based learn-
ing resources), for consideration by local
educational agencies;

‘‘(C) making available to local educational
agencies cost effective programs for youth
violence and drug abuse prevention;

‘‘(D) demonstration projects in drug and
violence prevention;

‘‘(E) training, technical assistance, and
demonstration projects to address violence
associated with prejudice and intolerance;

‘‘(F) financial assistance to enhance re-
sources available for drug and violence pre-
vention in areas serving large numbers of
economically disadvantaged children or
sparsely populated areas, or to meet other
special needs consistent with the purposes of
this subpart; and

‘‘(G) the evaluation of activities carried
out within the State under this part.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A State educational
agency may carry out activities under this
subsection directly, or through grants or
contracts.

‘‘(c) STATE ADMINISTRATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational

agency may use not more than 4 percent of
the amount reserved under subsection (a) for
the administrative costs of carrying out its
responsibilities under this part.

‘‘(2) UNIFORM MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
AND REPORTING SYSTEM.—In carrying out its
responsibilities under this part, a State shall
implement a uniform management informa-
tion and reporting system that includes in-
formation on the types of curricula, pro-
grams and services provided by the State,
Governor, local education agencies, and
other recipients of funds under this title.

‘‘(d) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY PRO-
GRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State educational
agency shall distribute not less than 91 per-

cent of the amount made available under
subsection (a) for each fiscal year to local
educational agencies in accordance with this
subsection.

‘‘(2) DISTRIBUTION.—A State educational
agency shall distribute amounts under para-
graph (1) in accordance with any one of the
following subparagraphs:

‘‘(A) ENROLLMENT AND BASELINE AP-
PROACH.—Of the amount distributed under
paragraph (1), a State educational agency
shall distribute—

‘‘(i) at least 70 percent of such amount to
local educational agencies, based on the rel-
ative enrollments in public and private non-
profit elementary and secondary schools
within the boundaries of such agencies; and

‘‘(ii) not to exceed 30 percent of any
amounts remaining after amounts are dis-
tributed under clause (i) to each local edu-
cational agency in an amount determined
appropriate by the State education agency.

‘‘(B) ENROLLMENT AND NEED APPROACH.—Of
the amount distributed under paragraph (1),
a State educational agency shall distribute—

‘‘(i) at least 70 percent of such amount in
accordance with subparagraph (A)(i); and

‘‘(ii) not to exceed 30 percent of any
amounts remaining after amounts are dis-
tributed under clause (i) to local educational
agencies that the State education agency de-
termines have the greatest need for addi-
tional funds to carry out drug and violence
prevention programs authorized by this sub-
part.

‘‘(C) ENROLLMENT AND COMBINATION AP-
PROACH.—Of the amount distributed under
paragraph (1), a State educational agency
shall distribute

‘‘(i) at least 70 percent of such amount to
local educational agencies, based on the rel-
ative enrollments in public and private non-
profit elementary and secondary schools
within the boundaries of such agencies; and

‘‘(ii) not to exceed 30 percent of any
amounts remaining after amounts are dis-
tributed under clause (i)—

‘‘(I) to each local educational agency in an
amount determined appropriate by the State
education agency; or

‘‘(II) to local educational agencies that the
State education agency determines have the
greatest need for additional funds to carry
out drug and violence prevention programs
authorized by this subpart.

‘‘(D) COMPETITIVE AND NEED APPROACH.—Of
the amount distributed under paragraph (1),
a State educational agency shall distribute

‘‘(i) not to exceed 70 percent of such
amount to local educational agencies that
the State agency determines, through a com-
petitive process, have the greatest need for
funds to carry out drug and violence preven-
tion programs based on criteria established
by the State agency and authorized under
this subpart; and

‘‘(ii) at least 30 percent of any amounts re-
maining after amounts are distributed under
clause (i) to local education agencies that
the State agency determines have a need for
additional funds to carry out the program
authorized under this subpart.

‘‘(3) CONSIDERATION OF OBJECTIVE DATA.—
For purposes of paragraph (2), in determining
which local educational agencies have the
greatest need for funds, the State edu-
cational agency shall consider objective data
which may include—

‘‘(A) high rates of alcohol or drug use
among youth;

‘‘(B) high rates of victimization of youth
by violence and crime;

‘‘(C) high rates of arrests and convictions
of youth for violent or drug- or alcohol-re-
lated crime;

‘‘(D) the extent of illegal gang activity;
‘‘(E) high incidence of violence associated

with prejudice and intolerance;

‘‘(F) high rates of referrals of youths to
drug and alcohol abuse treatment and reha-
bilitation programs;

‘‘(G) high rates of referrals of youths to ju-
venile court;

‘‘(H) high rates of expulsions and suspen-
sions of students from schools;

‘‘(I) high rates of reported cases of child
abuse and domestic violence;

‘‘(J) high rates of drug related emergencies
or deaths; and

‘‘(K) local fiscal capacity to fund drug use
and violence prevention programs without
Federal assistance.

‘‘(e) REALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—If a local
educational agency chooses not to apply to
receive the amount allocated to such agency
under subsection (d), or if such agency’s ap-
plication under section 4115 is disapproved by
the State educational agency, the State edu-
cational agency shall reallocate such
amount to one or more of the local edu-
cational agencies.

‘‘(f) RETURN OF FUNDS TO STATE EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCY; REALLOCATION.—

‘‘(1) RETURN.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), upon the expiration of the 1-year
period beginning on the date that a local
educational agency or educational service
agency under this title receives its alloca-
tion under this title—

‘‘(A) such agency shall return to the State
educational agency any funds from such allo-
cation that remain unobligated; and

‘‘(B) the State educational agency shall re-
allocate any such amount to local edu-
cational agencies or educational service
agencies that have plans for using such
amount for programs or activities on a time-
ly basis.

‘‘(2) REALLOCATION.—In any fiscal year, a
local educational agency, may retain for ob-
ligation in the succeeding fiscal year—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to not more than 25
percent of the allocation it receives under
this title for such fiscal year; or

‘‘(B) upon a demonstration of good cause
by such agency or consortium, a greater
amount approved by the State educational
agency.
‘‘SEC. 4114. GOVERNOR’S PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount equal to 20

percent of the total amount allocated to a
State under section 4111(1) for each fiscal
year shall be used by the chief executive offi-
cer of such State for drug and violence pre-
vention programs and activities in accord-
ance with this section.

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A chief execu-
tive officer may use not more than 5 percent
of the 20 percent of the total amount de-
scribed in paragraph (1) for the administra-
tive costs incurred in carrying out the duties
of such officer under this section. The chief
executive officer of a State may use amounts
under this paragraph to award grants to
State, county, or local law enforcement
agencies, including district attorneys, in
consultation with local education agencies
or community-based agencies, for the pur-
poses of carrying out drug abuse and vio-
lence prevention activities.

‘‘(b) PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A chief executive officer

shall use funds made available under sub-
section (a)(1) for grants to or contracts with
parent groups, schools, community action
and job training agencies, community-based
organizations, community anti-drug coali-
tions, law enforcement education partner-
ships, and other public entities and private
nonprofit organizations and consortia there-
of. In making such grants and contracts, a
chief executive officer shall give priority to
programs and activities described in sub-
section (c) for—
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‘‘(A) children and youth who are not nor-

mally served by State or local educational
agencies; or

‘‘(B) populations that need special services
or additional resources (such as preschoolers,
youth in juvenile detention facilities, run-
away or homeless children and youth, preg-
nant and parenting teenagers, and school
dropouts).

‘‘(2) PEER REVIEW.—Grants or contracts
awarded under this subsection shall be sub-
ject to a peer review process.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants and
contracts under subsection (b) shall be used
to carry out the comprehensive State plan as
required under section 4112(a)(1) through pro-
grams and activities such as—

‘‘(1) disseminating information about drug
and violence prevention;

‘‘(2) training parents, law enforcement offi-
cials, judicial officials, social service pro-
viders, health service providers and commu-
nity leaders about drug and violence preven-
tion, comprehensive health education, early
intervention, pupil services, or rehabilita-
tion referral;

‘‘(3) developing and implementing com-
prehensive, community-based drug and vio-
lence prevention programs that link commu-
nity resources with schools and integrate
services involving education, vocational and
job skills training and placement, law en-
forcement, health, mental health, commu-
nity service, mentoring, and other appro-
priate services;

‘‘(4) planning and implementing drug and
violence prevention activities that coordi-
nate the efforts of State agencies with ef-
forts of the State educational agency and its
local educational agencies;

‘‘(5) activities to protect students traveling
to and from school;

‘‘(6) before-and-after school recreational,
instructional, cultural, and artistic pro-
grams that encourage drug- and violence-
free lifestyles;

‘‘(7) activities that promote the awareness
of and sensitivity to alternatives to violence
through courses of study that include related
issues of intolerance and hatred in history;

‘‘(8) developing and implementing activi-
ties to prevent and reduce violence associ-
ated with prejudice and intolerance;

‘‘(9) developing and implementing strate-
gies to prevent illegal gang activity;

‘‘(10) coordinating and conducting school
and community-wide violence and safety as-
sessments and surveys;

‘‘(11) service-learning projects that encour-
age drug- and violence-free lifestyles;

‘‘(12) evaluating programs and activities
assisted under this section;

‘‘(13) developing and implementing commu-
nity mobilization activities to undertake en-
vironmental change strategies related to
substance abuse and violence; and

‘‘(14) partnerships between local law en-
forcement agencies, including district attor-
neys, and local education agencies or com-
munity-based agencies.
‘‘SEC. 4115. LOCAL APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to

receive a distribution under section 4113(d)
for any fiscal year, a local educational agen-
cy shall submit, at such time as the State
educational agency requires, an application
to the State educational agency for ap-
proval. Such an application shall be amend-
ed, as necessary, to reflect changes in the
local educational agency’s program.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT.—
‘‘(A) CONSULTATION.—A local educational

agency shall develop its application under
subsection (a)(1) in consultation with a local
or substate regional advisory council that
includes, to the extent possible, representa-

tives of local government, business, parents,
students, teachers, pupil services personnel,
appropriate State agencies, private schools,
the medical profession, law enforcement,
community-based organizations, and other
groups with interest and expertise in drug
and violence prevention.

‘‘(B) DUTIES OF ADVISORY COUNCIL.—In addi-
tion to assisting the local educational agen-
cy to develop an application under this sec-
tion, the advisory council established or des-
ignated under subparagraph (A) shall, on an
ongoing basis—

‘‘(i) disseminate information about drug
and violence prevention programs, projects,
and activities conducted within the bound-
aries of the local educational agency;

‘‘(ii) advise the local educational agency
regarding—

‘‘(I) how best to coordinate such agency’s
activities under this subpart with other re-
lated programs, projects, and activities; and

‘‘(II) the agencies that administer such
programs, projects, and activities; and

‘‘(iii) review program evaluations and
other relevant material and make rec-
ommendations on an active and ongoing
basis to the local educational agency on how
to improve such agency’s drug and violence
prevention programs.

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.—An appli-
cation under this section shall contain—

‘‘(1) an objective analysis of the current
use (and consequences of such use) of alco-
hol, tobacco, and controlled, illegal, addict-
ive or harmful substances as well as the vio-
lence, safety, and discipline problems among
students who attend the schools of the appli-
cant (including private school students who
participate in the applicant’s drug and vio-
lence prevention program) that is based on
ongoing local assessment or evaluation ac-
tivities;

‘‘(2) an analysis, based on data reasonably
available at the time, of the prevalence of
risk or protective factors, buffers or assets
or other research-based variables in the
school and community;

‘‘(3) a description of the research-based
strategies and programs, which shall be used
to prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or
disruptive behavior, which shall include—

‘‘(A) a specification of the objectively
measurable goals, objectives, and activities
for the program, which may include—

‘‘(i) reductions in the use of alcohol, to-
bacco, and illicit drugs and violence by
youth;

‘‘(ii) specific reductions in the prevalence
of identified risk factors; or

‘‘(iii) specific increases in the prevalence of
protective factors, buffers, or assets if any
have been identified;

‘‘(B) a specification for how risk factors, if
any, which have been identified will be tar-
geted through research-based programs; and

‘‘(C) a specification for how protective fac-
tors, buffers, or assets, if any, will be tar-
geted through research-based programs;

‘‘(4) a specification for the method or
methods by which measurements of program
goals will be achieved;

‘‘(5) a specification for how the evaluation
of the effectiveness of the prevention pro-
gram will be assessed and how the results
will be used to refine, improve, and strength-
en the program;

‘‘(6) an assurance that the applicant has, or
the schools to be served have, a comprehen-
sive safe and drug-free schools plan that
includes—

‘‘(A) appropriate and effective discipline
policies that prohibit disorderly conduct, the
possession of firearms and other weapons,
and the illegal use, possession, distribution,
and sale of tobacco, alcohol, and other drugs
by students;

‘‘(B) security procedures at school and
while students are on the way to and from
school;

‘‘(C) prevention activities that are de-
signed to create and maintain safe, dis-
ciplined, and drug-free environments; and

‘‘(D) a crisis management plan for respond-
ing to violent or traumatic incidents on
school grounds; and

‘‘(7) such other information and assurances
as the State educational agency may reason-
ably require.

‘‘(c) REVIEW OF APPLICATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In reviewing local appli-

cations under this section, a State edu-
cational agency shall use a peer review proc-
ess or other methods of assuring the quality
of such applications.

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether

to approve the application of a local edu-
cational agency under this section, a State
educational agency shall consider the qual-
ity of the local educational agency’s com-
prehensive plan under subsection (b)(6) and
the extent to which the proposed plan pro-
vides a thorough assessment of the substance
abuse and violence problem, uses objective
data and the knowledge of a wide range of
community members, develops measurable
goals and objectives, and implements re-
search-based programs that have been shown
to be effective and meet identified needs.

‘‘(B) DISAPPROVAL.—A State educational
agency may disapprove a local educational
agency application under this section in
whole or in part and may withhold, limit, or
place restrictions on the use of funds allot-
ted to such a local educational agency in a
manner the State educational agency deter-
mines will best promote the purposes of this
part, except that a local educational agency
shall be afforded an opportunity to appeal
any such disapproval.
‘‘SEC. 4116. LOCAL DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVEN-

TION PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—A local edu-

cational agency shall use funds received
under this subpart to adopt and carry out a
comprehensive drug and violence prevention
program which shall—

‘‘(1) be designed, for all students and em-
ployees, to—

‘‘(A) prevent the use, possession, and dis-
tribution of tobacco, alcohol, and illegal
drugs by students and to prevent the illegal
use, possession, and distribution of such sub-
stances by employees;

‘‘(B) prevent violence and promote school
safety; and

‘‘(C) create a disciplined environment con-
ducive to learning;

‘‘(2) include activities to promote the in-
volvement of parents and coordination with
community groups and agencies, including
the distribution of information about the
local educational agency’s needs, goals, and
programs under this subpart;

‘‘(3) implement activities which include—
‘‘(A) a thorough assessment of the sub-

stance abuse violence problem, using objec-
tive data and the knowledge of a wide range
of community members;

‘‘(B) the development of measurable goals
and objectives; and

‘‘(C) the implementation of research-based
programs that have been shown to be effec-
tive and meet identified goals;

‘‘(4) implement prevention programming
activities within the context of a research-
based prevention framework; and

‘‘(5) include a description of the applicant’s
tobacco, alcohol, and other drug policies.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—A com-
prehensive drug and violence prevention pro-
gram carried out under this subpart may
include—
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‘‘(1) age-appropriate, developmentally

based drug prevention and education pro-
grams for all students, from the preschool
level through grade 12, that address the
legal, social, personal and health con-
sequences of the use of illegal drugs, promote
a sense of individual responsibility, and pro-
vide information about effective techniques
for resisting peer pressure to use illegal
drugs;

‘‘(2) programs of drug prevention, com-
prehensive health education, early interven-
tion, pupil services, mentoring, or rehabili-
tation referral, which emphasize students’
sense of individual responsibility and which
may include—

‘‘(A) the dissemination of information
about drug prevention;

‘‘(B) the professional development of
school personnel, parents, students, law en-
forcement officials, judicial officials, health
service providers and community leaders in
prevention, education, early intervention,
pupil services or rehabilitation referral; and

‘‘(C) the implementation of strategies, in-
cluding strategies to integrate the delivery
of services from a variety of providers, to
combat illegal alcohol, tobacco and drug use,
such as—

‘‘(i) family counseling;
‘‘(ii) early intervention activities that pre-

vent family dysfunction, enhance school per-
formance, and boost attachment to school
and family; and

‘‘(iii) activities, such as community service
and service-learning projects, that are de-
signed to increase students’ sense of commu-
nity;

‘‘(3) age-appropriate, developmentally
based violence prevention and education pro-
grams for all students, from the preschool
level through grade 12, that address the
legal, health, personal, and social con-
sequences of violent and disruptive behavior,
including sexual harassment and abuse, and
victimization associated with prejudice and
intolerance, and that include activities de-
signed to help students develop a sense of in-
dividual responsibility and respect for the
rights of others, and to resolve conflicts
without violence, or otherwise decrease the
prevalence of risk factors or increase the
prevalence of protective factors, buffers, or
assets in the community;

‘‘(4) violence prevention programs for
school-aged youth, which emphasize stu-
dents’ sense of individual responsibility and
may include—

‘‘(A) the dissemination of information
about school safety and discipline;

‘‘(B) the professional development of
school personnel, parents, students, law en-
forcement officials, judicial officials, and
community leaders in designing and imple-
menting strategies to prevent school vio-
lence;

‘‘(C) the implementation of strategies,
such as conflict resolution and peer medi-
ation, student outreach efforts against vio-
lence, anti-crime youth councils (which
work with school and community-based or-
ganizations to discuss and develop crime pre-
vention strategies), and the use of mentoring
programs, to combat school violence and
other forms of disruptive behavior, such as
sexual harassment and abuse; and

‘‘(D) the development and implementation
of character education programs, as a com-
ponent of a comprehensive drug or violence
prevention program, that are tailored by
communities, parents and schools; and

‘‘(E) comprehensive, community-wide
strategies to prevent or reduce illegal gang
activities and drug use;

‘‘(5) supporting ‘safe zones of passage’ for
students between home and school through
such measures as Drug- and Weapon-Free

School Zones, enhanced law enforcement,
and neighborhood patrols;

‘‘(6) acquiring and installing metal detec-
tors and hiring security personnel;

‘‘(7) professional development for teachers
and other staff and curricula that promote
the awareness of and sensitivity to alter-
natives to violence through courses of study
that include related issues of intolerance and
hatred in history;

‘‘(8) the promotion of before-and-after
school recreational, instructional, cultural,
and artistic programs in supervised commu-
nity settings;

‘‘(9) other research-based prevention pro-
gramming that is—

‘‘(A) effective in reducing the prevalence of
alcohol, tobacco or drug use, and violence in
youth;

‘‘(B) effective in reducing the prevalence of
risk factors predictive of increased alcohol,
tobacco or drug use, and violence; or

‘‘(C) effective in increasing the prevalence
of protective factors, buffers, and assets pre-
dictive of decreased alcohol, tobacco or drug
use and violence among youth;

‘‘(10) the collection of objective data used
to assess program needs, program implemen-
tation, or program success in achieving pro-
gram goals and objectives;

‘‘(11) community involvement activities in-
cluding community rehabilitation;

‘‘(12) parental involvement and training;
and

‘‘(13) the evaluation of any of the activities
authorized under this subsection.

‘‘(c) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 20 percent

of the funds made available to a local edu-
cational agency under this subpart may be
used to carry out the activities described in
paragraphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b).

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—A local educational
agency shall only be able to use funds re-
ceived under this subpart for activities de-
scribed in paragraphs (5) and (6) of sub-
section (b) if funding for such activities is
not received from other Federal agencies.

‘‘(d) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—Not-
withstanding any other provisions of law,
any funds expended prior to July 1, 1995,
under part B of the Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act of 1986 (as in effect prior to
enactment of the Improving America’s
Schools Act) for the support of a comprehen-
sive school health program shall be deemed
to have been authorized by part B of such
Act.
‘‘SEC. 4117. EVALUATION AND REPORTING.

‘‘(a) NATIONAL IMPACT EVALUATION.—
‘‘(1) BIENNIAL EVALUATION.—The Secretary,

in consultation with the National Advisory
Committee, shall conduct an independent bi-
ennial evaluation of the national impact of
programs assisted under this subpart and of
other recent and new initiatives to combat
violence in schools. The evaluation shall re-
port on—

‘‘(A) whether funded community and local
education agency programs—

‘‘(i) provided a thorough assessment of the
substance abuse and violence problem;

‘‘(ii) used objective data and the knowledge
of a wide range of community members;

‘‘(iii) developed measurable goals and ob-
jectives; and

‘‘(iv) implemented a research-based pro-
gram that has been show to be effective and
meet identified needs;

‘‘(B) whether funded community and local
education agency programs have been de-
signed and implemented in a manner that
specifically targets, if relevant to the
program—

‘‘(i) research-based variables that are pre-
dictive of drug use or violence;

‘‘(ii) risk factors that are predictive of an
increased likelihood that young people will

use drugs, alcohol or tobacco or engage in vi-
olence or drop out of school; or

‘‘(iii) protective factors, buffers, or assets
that are known to protect children and
youth from exposure to risk, either by reduc-
ing the exposure to risk factors or by chang-
ing the way the young person responds to
risk, and to increase the likelihood of posi-
tive youth development; and

‘‘(C) whether funded community and local
education agency programs have appreciably
reduced the level of drug, alcohol and to-
bacco use and school violence and the pres-
ence of firearms at schools.

‘‘(2) DATA COLLECTION.—The National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics shall collect
data to determine the frequency, serious-
ness, incidence and prevalence, age of onset,
perception of health risk, and perception of
social disapproval of drug use and violence in
elementary and secondary schools in the
States. The Secretary shall collect the data
using, wherever appropriate, data submitted
by the States pursuant to subsection
(b)(2)(B).

‘‘(3) BIENNIAL REPORT.—Not later than Jan-
uary 1, 2002, and every 2 years thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to the President and
Congress a report on the findings of the eval-
uation conducted under paragraph (1) to-
gether with the data collected under para-
graph (2).

‘‘(b) STATE REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—By October 1, 2001, and

every 2 years thereafter, the chief executive
officer of the State, in cooperation with the
State educational agency, shall submit to
the Secretary a report—

‘‘(A) on the implementation and outcomes
of State programs under section 4114 and sec-
tion 4113(b) and local educational agency
programs under section 4113(d), as well as an
assessment of their effectiveness; and

‘‘(B) on the State’s progress toward attain-
ing its goals for drug and violence prevention
under subsections (b)(1) and (c)(1) of section
4112.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The report required by
this subsection shall be—

‘‘(A) in the form specified by the Sec-
retary;

‘‘(B) based on the State’s ongoing evalua-
tion activities, and shall include data on the
incidence and prevalence, age of onset, per-
ception of health risk, and perception of so-
cial disapproval of drug use and violence by
youth in schools and communities; and

‘‘(C) made readily available to the public.
‘‘(c) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational

agency receiving funds under this subpart
shall submit to the State educational agency
such information that the State requires to
complete the State report required by sub-
section (b).

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Information under
paragraph (1) shall be made readily available
to the public.

‘‘(3) PROVISION OF DOCUMENTATION.—Not
later than January 1 of each year that a
State is required to report under subsection
(b), the Secretary shall provide to the State
education agency all of the necessary docu-
mentation required for compliance with this
section.
‘‘SEC. 4118. PROGRAMS FOR NATIVE HAWAIIANS.

‘‘(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From the funds
made available pursuant to section 4111(a)(4)
to carry out this section, the Secretary shall
make grants to or enter into cooperative
agreements or contracts with organizations
primarily serving and representing Native
Hawaiians which are recognized by the Gov-
ernor of the State of Hawaii to plan, con-
duct, and administer programs, or portions
thereof, which are authorized by and con-
sistent with the provisions of this title for
the benefit of Native Hawaiians.
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‘‘(b) DEFINITION OF NATIVE HAWAIIAN.—For

the purposes of this section, the term ‘Native
Hawaiian’ means any individual any of
whose ancestors were natives, prior to 1778,
of the area which now comprises the State of
Hawaii.

‘‘Subpart 2—National Programs
‘‘SEC. 4121. FEDERAL ACTIVITIES.

‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From funds
made available to carry out this subpart
under section 4004(2), the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, the Director of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, and the Attor-
ney General, shall carry out programs to
prevent the illegal use of drugs and violence
among, and promote safety and discipline
for, students at all educational levels from
preschool through the postsecondary level.
The Secretary shall carry out such programs
directly, or through grants, contracts, or co-
operative agreements with public and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations and individuals,
or through agreements with other Federal
agencies, and shall coordinate such programs
with other appropriate Federal activities.
Such programs may include—

‘‘(1) the development and demonstration of
innovative strategies for training school per-
sonnel, parents, and members of the commu-
nity, including the demonstration of model
preservice training programs for prospective
school personnel;

‘‘(2) demonstrations and rigorous evalua-
tions of innovative approaches to drug and
violence prevention;

‘‘(3) the provision of information on drug
abuse education and prevention to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for dis-
semination by the clearinghouse for alcohol
and drug abuse information established
under section 501(d)(16) of the Public Health
Service Act;

‘‘(4) the development of curricula related
to child abuse prevention and education and
the training of personnel to teach child
abuse education and prevention to elemen-
tary and secondary schoolchildren;

‘‘(5) program evaluations in accordance
with section 14701 that address issues not ad-
dressed under section 4117(a);

‘‘(6) direct services to schools and school
systems afflicted with especially severe drug
and violence problems or to support crisis
situations and appropriate response efforts;

‘‘(7) activities in communities designated
as empowerment zones or enterprise commu-
nities that will connect schools to commu-
nity-wide efforts to reduce drug and violence
problems;

‘‘(8) developing and disseminating drug and
violence prevention materials, including
video-based projects and model curricula;

‘‘(9) developing and implementing a com-
prehensive violence prevention strategy for
schools and communities, that may include
conflict resolution, peer mediation, the
teaching of law and legal concepts, and other
activities designed to stop violence;

‘‘(10) the implementation of innovative ac-
tivities, such as community service projects,
designed to rebuild safe and healthy neigh-
borhoods and increase students’ sense of in-
dividual responsibility;

‘‘(11) grants to noncommercial tele-
communications entities for the production
and distribution of national video-based
projects that provide young people with
models for conflict resolution and respon-
sible decisionmaking;

‘‘(12) the development of education and
training programs, curricula, instructional
materials, and professional training and de-
velopment for preventing and reducing the
incidence of crimes and conflicts motivated
by hate in localities most directly affected
by hate crimes; and

‘‘(13) other activities that meet unmet na-
tional needs related to the purposes of this
title.

‘‘(b) PEER REVIEW.—The Secretary shall
use a peer review process in reviewing appli-
cations for funds under this section.
‘‘SEC. 4122. NATIONAL COORDINATOR PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide for the establishment of a National Co-
ordinator Program under which the Sec-
retary shall award grants to local education
agencies for the hiring of drug prevention
and school safety program coordinators.

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received
under a grant under subsection (a) shall be
used by local education agencies to recruit,
hire, and train individuals to serve as drug
prevention and school safety program coordi-
nators in schools with significant drug and
school safety problems. Such coordinators
shall be responsible for developing, con-
ducting, and analyzing assessments of drug
and crime problems at their schools, and ad-
ministering the safe and drug free grant pro-
gram at such schools.
‘‘SEC. 4123. SAFE AND DRUG FREE SCHOOLS AND

COMMUNITIES ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby estab-

lished an advisory committee to be known as
the ‘Safe and Drug Free Schools and Commu-
nities Advisory Committee’ (referred to in
this section as the ‘Advisory Committee’)
to—

‘‘(A) consult with the Secretary under sub-
section (b);

‘‘(B) coordinate Federal school- and com-
munity-based substance abuse and violence
prevention programs and reduce duplicative
research or services;

‘‘(C) develop core data sets and evaluation
protocols for safe and drug free school- and
community-based programs;

‘‘(D) provide technical assistance and
training for safe and drug free school- and
community-based programs;

‘‘(E) provide for the diffusion of research-
based safe and drug free school- and commu-
nity-based programs; and

‘‘(F) review other regulations and stand-
ards developed under this title.

‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Advisory Com-
mittee shall be composed of representatives
from—

‘‘(A) the Department of Education,
‘‘(B) the Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention;
‘‘(C) the National Institute on Drug Abuse;
‘‘(D) the National Institute on Alcoholism

and Alcohol Abuse;
‘‘(E) the Center for Substance Abuse Pre-

vention;
‘‘(F) the Center for Mental Health Serv-

ices;
‘‘(G) the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention;
‘‘(H) the Office of National Drug Control

Policy; and
‘‘(I) State and local governments, includ-

ing education agencies.
‘‘(3) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out its du-

ties under this section, the Advisory Com-
mittee shall annually consult with inter-
ested State and local coordinators of school-
and community-based substance abuse and
violence prevention programs and other in-
terested groups.

‘‘(b) PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From funds made avail-

able to carry out this subpart, the Secretary,
in consultation with the Advisory Com-
mittee, shall carry out research-based pro-
grams to strengthen the accountability and
effectiveness of the State, Governor’s, and
national programs under this title.

‘‘(2) GRANTS, CONTRACTS OR COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary shall carry out

paragraph (1) directly or through grants,
contracts, or cooperative agreements with
public and nonprofit private organizations
and individuals or through agreements with
other Federal agencies.

‘‘(3) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall
coordinate programs under this section with
other appropriate Federal activities.

‘‘(4) ACTIVITIES.—Activities that may be
carried out under programs funded under
this section may include—

‘‘(A) the provision of technical assistance
and training, in collaboration with other
Federal agencies utilizing their expertise
and national and regional training systems,
for Governors, State education agencies and
local education agencies to support high
quality, effective programs that—

‘‘(i) provide a thorough assessment of the
substance abuse and violence problem;

‘‘(ii) utilize objective data and the knowl-
edge of a wide range of community members;

‘‘(iii) develop measurable goals and objec-
tives; and

‘‘(iv) implement research-based activities
that have been shown to be effective and
that meet identified needs;

‘‘(B) the provision of technical assistance
and training to foster program account-
ability;

‘‘(C) the diffusion and dissemination of
best practices and programs;

‘‘(D) the development of core data sets and
evaluation tools;

‘‘(E) program evaluations;
‘‘(F) the provision of information on drug

abuse education and prevention to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for dis-
semination by the Clearinghouse for Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Information established
under section 501(d)(16) of the Public Health
Service Act; and

‘‘(G) other activities that meet unmet
needs related to the purposes of this title
and that are undertaken in consultation
with the Advisory Committee.
‘‘SEC. 4124. HATE CRIME PREVENTION.

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORIZATION.—From funds
made available to carry out this subpart
under section 4004(1) the Secretary may
make grants to local educational agencies
and community-based organizations for the
purpose of providing assistance to localities
most directly affected by hate crimes.

‘‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT.—Grants under

this section may be used to improve elemen-
tary and secondary educational efforts,
including—

‘‘(A) development of education and train-
ing programs designed to prevent and to re-
duce the incidence of crimes and conflicts
motivated by hate;

‘‘(B) development of curricula for the pur-
pose of improving conflict or dispute resolu-
tion skills of students, teachers, and admin-
istrators;

‘‘(C) development and acquisition of equip-
ment and instructional materials to meet
the needs of, or otherwise be part of, hate
crime or conflict programs; and

‘‘(D) professional training and development
for teachers and administrators on the
causes, effects, and resolutions of hate
crimes or hate-based conflicts.

‘‘(2) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to
receive a grant under this section for any fis-
cal year, a local educational agency, or a
local educational agency in conjunction with
a community-based organization, shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary in such
form and containing such information as the
office may reasonably require.

‘‘(3) REQUIREMENTS.—Each application
under paragraph (2) shall include—

‘‘(A) a request for funds for the purposes
described in this section;
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‘‘(B) a description of the schools and com-

munities to be served by the grants; and
‘‘(C) assurances that Federal funds re-

ceived under this section shall be used to
supplement, not supplant, non-Federal funds.

‘‘(4) COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.—Each applica-
tion shall include a comprehensive plan that
contains—

‘‘(A) a description of the hate crime or con-
flict problems within the schools or the com-
munity targeted for assistance;

‘‘(B) a description of the program to be de-
veloped or augmented by such Federal and
matching funds;

‘‘(C) assurances that such program or ac-
tivity shall be administered by or under the
supervision of the applicant;

‘‘(D) proper and efficient administration of
such program; and

‘‘(E) fiscal control and fund accounting
procedures as may be necessary to ensure
prudent use, proper disbursement, and accu-
rate accounting of funds received under this
section.

‘‘(c) AWARD OF GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) SELECTION OF RECIPIENTS.—The Sec-

retary shall consider the incidence of crimes
and conflicts motivated by bias in the tar-
geted schools and communities in awarding
grants under this section.

‘‘(2) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—The Sec-
retary shall attempt, to the extent prac-
ticable, to achieve an equitable geographic
distribution of grant awards.

‘‘(3) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—The
Secretary shall attempt, to the extent prac-
ticable, to make available information re-
garding successful hate crime prevention
programs, including programs established or
expanded with grants under this section.

‘‘(d) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall submit
to the Congress a report every two years
which shall contain a detailed statement re-
garding grants and awards, activities of
grant recipients, and an evaluation of pro-
grams established under this section.

‘‘Subpart 3—General Provisions
‘‘SEC. 4131. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this part:
‘‘(1) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATION.—The

term ‘community-based organization’ means
a private nonprofit organization which is
representative of a community or significant
segments of a community and which pro-
vides educational or related services to indi-
viduals in the community.

‘‘(2) DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION.—The
term ‘drug and violence prevention’ means—

‘‘(A) with respect to drugs, prevention,
early intervention, rehabilitation referral, or
education related to the illegal use of alco-
hol and the use of controlled, illegal, addict-
ive, or harmful substances, including
inhalants and anabolic steroids;

‘‘(B) prevention, early intervention, smok-
ing cessation activities, or education, re-
lated to the use of tobacco by children and
youth eligible for services under this title;
and

‘‘(C) with respect to violence, the pro-
motion of school safety, such that students
and school personnel are free from violent
and disruptive acts, including sexual harass-
ment and abuse, and victimization associ-
ated with prejudice and intolerance, on
school premises, going to and from school,
and at school-sponsored activities, through
the creation and maintenance of a school en-
vironment that is free of weapons and fosters
individual responsibility and respect for the
rights of others.

‘‘(3) HATE CRIME.—The term ‘hate crime’
means a crime as described in section 1(b) of
the Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1990.

‘‘(4) NONPROFIT.—The term ‘nonprofit’, as
applied to a school, agency, organization, or
institution means a school, agency, organi-

zation, or institution owned and operated by
one or more nonprofit corporations or asso-
ciations, no part of the net earnings of which
inures, or may lawfully inure, to the benefit
of any private shareholder or individual.

‘‘(5) OBJECTIVELY MEASURABLE GOALS.—The
term ‘objectively measurable goals’ means
prevention programming goals defined
through use of quantitative epidemiological
data measuring the prevalence of alcohol, to-
bacco, and other drug use, violence, and the
prevalence of risk and protective factors pre-
dictive of these behaviors, collected through
a variety of methods and sources known to
provide high quality data.

‘‘(6) PROTECTIVE FACTOR, BUFFER, OR
ASSET.—The terms ‘protective factor’, ‘buff-
er’, and ‘asset’ mean any one of a number of
the community, school, family, or peer-indi-
vidual domains that are known, through pro-
spective, longitudinal research efforts, or
which are grounded in a well-established the-
oretical model of prevention, and have been
shown to prevent alcohol, tobacco, or illicit
drug use, as well as violent behavior, by
youth in the community, and which promote
positive youth development.

‘‘(7) RISK FACTOR.—The term ‘risk factor’
means any one of a number of characteris-
tics of the community, school, family, or
peer-individual domains that are known,
through prospective, longitudinal research
efforts, to be predictive of alcohol, tobacco,
and illicit drug use, as well as violent behav-
ior, by youth in the school and community.

‘‘(8) SCHOOL-AGED POPULATION.—The term
‘school-aged population’ means the popu-
lation aged five through 17, as determined by
the Secretary on the basis of the most recent
satisfactory data available from the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

‘‘(9) SCHOOL PERSONNEL.—The term ‘school
personnel’ includes teachers, administrators,
guidance counselors, social workers, psy-
chologists, nurses, librarians, and other sup-
port staff who are employed by a school or
who perform services for the school on a con-
tractual basis.
‘‘SEC. 4132. MATERIALS.

‘‘(a) ‘ILLEGAL AND HARMFUL’ MESSAGE.—
Drug prevention programs supported under
this part shall convey a clear and consistent
message that the illegal use of alcohol and
other drugs is illegal and harmful.

‘‘(b) CURRICULUM.—The Secretary shall not
prescribe the use of specific curricula for
programs supported under this part, but may
evaluate the effectiveness of such curricula
and other strategies in drug and violence
prevention.
‘‘SEC. 4133. PROHIBITED USES OF FUNDS.

‘‘No funds under this part may be used
for—

‘‘(1) construction (except for minor remod-
eling needed to accomplish the purposes of
this part); and

‘‘(2) medical services, drug treatment or re-
habilitation, except for pupil services or re-
ferral to treatment for students who are vic-
tims of or witnesses to crime or who use al-
cohol, tobacco, or drugs.
‘‘SEC. 4134. QUALITY RATING.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The chief executive offi-
cer of each State, or in the case of a State in
which the constitution or law of such State
designates another individual, entity, or
agency in the State to be responsible for edu-
cation activities, such individual, entity, or
agency, is authorized and encouraged—

‘‘(1) to establish a standard of quality for
drug, alcohol, and tobacco prevention pro-
grams implemented in public elementary
schools and secondary schools in the State in
accordance with subsection (b); and

‘‘(2) to identify and designate, upon appli-
cation by a public elementary school or sec-
ondary school, any such school that achieves
such standard as a quality program school.

‘‘(b) CRITERIA.—The standard referred to in
subsection (a) shall address, at a minimum—

‘‘(1) a comparison of the rate of illegal use
of drugs, alcohol, and tobacco by students
enrolled in the school for a period of time to
be determined by the chief executive officer
of the State;

‘‘(2) the rate of suspensions or expulsions
of students enrolled in the school for drug,
alcohol, or tobacco-related offenses;

‘‘(3) the effectiveness of the drug, alcohol,
or tobacco prevention program as proven by
research;

‘‘(4) the involvement of parents and com-
munity members in the design of the drug,
alcohol, and tobacco prevention program;
and

‘‘(5) the extent of review of existing com-
munity drug, alcohol, and tobacco preven-
tion programs before implementation of the
public school program.

‘‘(c) REQUEST FOR QUALITY PROGRAM
SCHOOL DESIGNATION.—A school that wishes
to receive a quality program school designa-
tion shall submit a request and documenta-
tion of compliance with this section to the
chief executive officer of the State or the in-
dividual, entity, or agency described in sub-
section (a), as the case may be.

‘‘(d) PUBLIC NOTIFICATION.—Not less than
once a year, the chief executive officer of
each State or the individual, entity, or agen-
cy described in subsection (a), as the case
may be, shall make available to the public a
list of the names of each public school in the
State that has received a quality program
school designation in accordance with this
section.’’.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, today
I join with Senators DEWINE, DODD,
and ABRAHAM to introduce a bill to re-
authorize the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act. This
bill sends a strong signal to American
schools and communities about the im-
portance of creating a safe learning en-
vironment in the wake of recent trage-
dies in Littleton, Colorado; Springfield,
Oregon; Paducah, Kentucky; and Moses
Lake, Washington. It serves as a re-
minder that we haven’t forgotten these
and many other tragedies, and that the
Senate recognizes all communities
need funding and tools to effectively
reduce violence and drug use.

The hallmark of the bill is a new em-
phasis on accountability for results in
creating safer schools and using re-
search-proven prevention strategies.
The bill reauthorizes the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act, and authorizes funding of $875 mil-
lion to local school districts that they
can use flexibly to address local needs
for the prevention of violence and drug
use.

In exchange, schools must invest in
strategies that are shown to be effec-
tive in reducing drug use, discipline
problems, and school violence.

What we’ve learned from recent
school tragedies is that this can hap-
pen anywhere in America. No school is
immune from problems, so every
school community must take steps to
prevent them.

We know that local educators know
best how to prevent these problems,
whether through offering after-school
programs, or working with parent
groups and law enforcement to reduce
gang activity, or getting young people

VerDate 12-OCT-99 05:06 Oct 29, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00083 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A28OC6.103 pfrm01 PsN: S28PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13416 October 28, 1999
more involved in their community ac-
tivities. This bill gives communities
the tools to make a measurable dif-
ference—and recognizes that we won’t
prevent violence unless we all work to-
gether in partnership.

Our legislation is based on more than
a year of conversations with local edu-
cators in Washington state and around
the country. I have worked closely
with Senators DODD, DEWINE, ABRAHAM
and other Senators from both sides of
the aisle to assure that we find areas of
agreement early, so that we can make
real progress in our discussions as we
move forward. The bill emphasizes re-
sults and accountability, but gives
communities flexibility to get there.
Recognizing that no efforts can succeed
to make young people safe and drug
free—inside or outside of the class-
room—without all elements of the
community working together. The bill
assumes collaboration and communica-
tion at all levels and across all bar-
riers.

There are several areas where this
bill does not yet reflect a full vision of
how we can help schools and commu-
nities prevent violence and drug use.
We need to continue working on na-
tional activities, on school safety plan-
ning, on coordination, and on other
areas. We need to address the concerns
of other Members who have not yet
participated in the debate. However,
this bill is a good, bipartisan start to
the discussion, and represents Senators
looking for common goals—something
that needs to be brought back into the
larger debate on education and our
public schools.

I want to thank Senators DODD,
DEWINE, and ABRAHAM and Suzanne
Day from Senator DODD’s office and
Paul Palagyi from Senator DEWINE’s
office for their great work on this so
far. I look forward to making contin-
ued progress in this discussion.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today with the distinguished senior
Senator from Ohio, MIKE DEWINE, to
introduce legislation that will help cre-
ate safe, orderly and drug-free schools
for our nation’s youth through the re-
authorization of the Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities Act.

Mr. President, the need for this legis-
lation could not be more clear. Little-
ton, Colorado; Paduka, Kentucky;
Springfield, Oregon; Pearl, Mississippi,
and Jonesboro, Arkansas—up until a
year or two ago, these towns were like-
ly to appear on a list of nice small
towns in America. Today, instead, they
have been inscribed on our collective
memory for the horrors of what hap-
pened at each school—children shoot-
ing down other children, families in
crisis and communities and a nation
shattered by grief.

In the wake of each of these inci-
dents, our nation has struggled to
come to terms with the tragedies at
these schools. And while many ques-
tions will never be answered, we must
rededicate ourselves to making our
schools safe for learning and to reas-

suring parents and students that
schools are a safe haven. We clearly
have a long way to go in this effort.

Statistics suggest that there has
been some improvement in many areas
in recent years, but clearly violence
and drug and alcohol abuse remain all
too pervasive in our children’s lives.

Nationwide, from 1992–1994, 63 stu-
dents ages 5 through 19 were murdered
at school in 25 different states in com-
munities of all sizes. In my own state
of Connecticut alone, there were 1,532
juvenile (ages 10–17) crime arrests
made from 1993–1994, illustrating the
large number of youth involved in
some form of crime.

With regard to substance abuse, by
12th grade, more than three-fourths of
students have used alcohol in their life-
time and more than 50% have tried an
illicit drug. At any given time, 52% of
12th graders report being current
drinkers and 25% report being current
illicit drug users. In Connecticut, in
1993, 31% of eighth and tenth grade stu-
dents reported having used alcohol in
the past 30 days. Not only do youth
substance abuse and violence harm our
children, but they also drain our com-
munities’ valuable resources. Accord-
ing to some analyses, the total eco-
nomic costs related to substance abuse
added up to $377 billion in 1995, and the
costs of crime directly attributed to
drug abuse added up to $59 billion.

These are all alarming statistics, and
even more so when the interplay be-
tween violence and substance abuse is
considered. For instance, there is com-
pelling evidence that aggressive behav-
ior is linked to frequency of marijuana
use. Both youth violence and youth
substance abuse are pressing matters
in need of our attention.

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act is the leading federal
program in this area. This program,
funded at $566 million for FY1999, cur-
rently reaches 97 percent of school dis-
tricts and provides flexible support for
primary prevention activities like con-
flict resolution, peer mediation, and
after school activities, as well as as-
sistance in purchasing security equip-
ment that has become so common in
our schools. This program also sup-
ports prevention activities aimed at
substance abuse among our youth.
There have been some who have raised
concerns that this program has not
adequately accomplished its goals, in
that youth violence and substance
abuse rates remain high. I agree that
those rates are still too high. But the
proper response is to strengthen, no di-
minish, our commitment to assisting
local schools in their efforts.

And let me hasten to add that there
has, in fact, been progress. For in-
stance, in the area of youth substance
abuse, a 1998 national survey of student
drug use in grades 8, 10, and 12 dem-
onstrated that alcohol use slightly de-
clined in grades 8 and 10, from prior
years. And, after six years of steady in-
creases, drug use among students was
found to have declined and student op-

position to drug use has increased. The
proportion of students who reported
use of illicit drugs during the 12
months prior to the survey declined at
all three grade levels.

With regard to violence, a 1997 study
found that 90 percent of public schools
reported no incidents of serious violent
crime to the police and less than half
(43 percent) reported no crime at all.
Over the past five years, school crime
generally has decreased, as has the
number of students being expelled for
bringing a firearm to school. Fewer
kids, in fact, brought weapons to
school in 1997 than in 1993. The Centers
for Disease Control report that be-
tween 1991 and 1997, the number of stu-
dents involved in a physical fight de-
creased by 14 percent, and the number
of kids carrying a weapon to school de-
creased by 30 percent.

Thus, the SDFSCA has made gains in
providing students with safe and drug-
free learning environments. The legis-
lation we have introduced today will
build on these successes. The program
will continue to offer states and local
districts significant flexibility. We
have also added strong new account-
ability measures. States will have the
option of targeting dollars to areas of
greater need, providing them with a
higher concentration of resources.
State and school districts will work to-
gether in the development of a com-
mon plan with shared goals and meas-
ures of progress. Funded activities will
be tied to these plans and will be re-
quired to be based on community needs
assessments and to follow strategies
found to demonstrate success through
rigorous study. In addition, districts
and schools participating in SDFSCA
will be guided by a school safety plan
to ensure coordinated, effective pro-
grams.

Clearly, this legislation is just the
first step. Senator DEWINE and I, along
with Senators MURRAY and ABRAHAM,
will work with the other members of
the Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions Committee, other colleagues, and
other interested in this important ef-
fort to continue to improve this bill as
we craft the reauthorization of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act.
I am interested in particular in looking
more closely at the idea of a National
School Safety Center, which I believe
could provide districts and schools
with invaluable advice and services as
they struggle to confront violence in
their schools. A related idea is the one
proposed by the Administration to au-
thorize Project SERV to assist schools
when there is a sudden and serious
event at the school. In addition, I
think we should work at additional
ways to strengthen interagency co-
operation, including developing and
funding initiatives like the Safe
Schools/Healthy Students program
that is making such a difference in my
state and so many others. Finally, I am
very interested in considering ways to
support prevention very early on in
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children’s life through character edu-
cation and training of parents, pre-
school teachers and other professionals
in violence prevention.

Mr. President, I want to thank Sen-
ator DEWINE for his leadership, com-
mitment and involvement in this issue,
as well as Senator MURRAY with whom
we have worked very closely over the
past few months. I am very pleased to
co-sponsor this bill with such dedicated
leaders, and I look forward to working
with them and other of our colleauges
for its enactment.

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself and
Mr. GORTON):

S. 1824. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to enhance the ef-
ficient use of spectrum by non-federal
government users; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

PRIVATE WIRELESS SPECTRUM USE ACT

∑ Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the Senator from Wash-
ington, Mr. GORTON, in introducing the
Private Wireless Spectrum Use Act.
This legislation will help the more
than 300,000 U.S. companies, both large
and small, that have invested $25 bil-
lion in internally owned and operated
wireless communications systems. It
will provide these companies with
critically needed spectrum and will do
so through an equitable lease fee sys-
tem.

The private wireless communications
community includes industrial, land
transportation, business, educational,
and philanthropic organizations that
own and operate communications sys-
tems for their internal use. The top 10
U.S. industrial companies have more
than 6,000 private wireless licenses.
Private wireless systems also serve
America’s small businesses in the util-
ity, contracting, taxi, and livery indus-
tries.

These internal-use communications
facilities greatly enhance the quality
of American life. They also support
global competitiveness for American
firms. For example, private wireless
systems support: the efficient produc-
tion of goods and services; the safe
transportation of passengers and prod-
ucts by land and air; the exploration,
production, and distribution of energy;
agricultural enhancement and produc-
tion; the maintenance and development
of America’s infrastructure; and com-
pliance with various local, State, and
Federal operational government stat-
utes.

Current regulatory policy inad-
equately recognizes the public interest
benefits which private wireless licens-
ees provide to the American public.
Consequently, allocations of spectrum
to these private wireless users have
been deficient. Private wireless enti-
ties received spectrum in 1974 and 1986
when the FCC allocated channels in the
800 megahertz and 900 megahertz bands.
Over time, however, the FCC has sig-
nificantly reduced the number of chan-
nels available to industrial and busi-

ness entities in those allocations. Pri-
vate wireless entities now have access
to only 299 channels, or 32 percent of
the channels of the original allocation.

Spectrum auctions have done a great
job of speeding up the licensing of
interpersonal communications services
and have generated significant reve-
nues for the U.S. Treasury. They have
also unfortunately skewed the spec-
trum allocation process toward sub-
scriber-based services and away from
critical radio services such as private
wireless which are exempted from auc-
tions. Nearly 200 megahertz of spec-
trum has been allocated for the provi-
sion of commercial telecommuni-
cations services, virtually all of which
has been assigned by the FCC through
competitive bidding.

Competitive bidding is not the proper
assignment methodology for private
wireless telecommunications users.
Private wireless operations are site-
specific systems which vary in size
based on a user’s particular needs, and
are seldom mutually exclusive from
other private wireless applicants. Auc-
tions, which depend on mutually exclu-
sive applications and use market areas
based on population, simply cannot be
designed for private wireless systems.

Under this legislation, the FCC would
allocate no less than 12 megahertz of
new spectrum for private wireless use
as a measure to maintain our indus-
trial and business competitiveness in
the global arena, as well as to protect
the welfare of the employees in the
American workplace. Research indi-
cates that private wireless companies
are willing to pay a reasonable fee in
return for use of spectrum. They recog-
nize that their access to spectrum in-
creases with their willingness to pay
fair value for the use of this national
asset.

This bill grants the FCC legislative
authority to charge efficiency-based
spectrum lease fees in this new spec-
trum allocation. These lease fees
should encourage the efficient use of
spectrum by the private wireless indus-
try, generate recurring annual reve-
nues as compensation for the use of
spectrum, and retain spectrum owner-
ship by the public. Furthermore, the
fee should be easy for private frequency
advisory committees to calculate and
collect.

Mr. President, there may be some
who believe this bill does not ade-
quately address all their concerns. I as-
sure all interested parties that I will
work with them through the legislative
process to address their concerns. I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this bill and ask that the full
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill follows:
S. 1824

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Private
Wireless Spectrum Use Act.’’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Competent management of the electro-

magnetic radio spectrum includes continued
availability of spectrum for private wireless
entities because of such entities’ unique abil-
ity to achieve substantial efficiencies in
their use of this important and finite public
resource. A private wireless system licensee
or entity is able to customize communica-
tions systems to meet the individual needs of
that licensee or end user while using engi-
neering solutions and other cooperative ar-
rangements to share spectrum with other
private system licensees and entities with-
out causing harmful interference or other
degradation of quality or reliability to such
other licensees or entities. Accordingly,
spectrum allocations for the shared use of
private wireless systems achieve a high level
of spectrum use efficiency and contribute to
the economic and social welfare of the
United States.

(2) Wireless communication systems dedi-
cated to the internal communication needs
of America’s industrial, land transportation,
energy (including utilities and pipelines),
and other business enterprises are critical to
the competitiveness of American industry
and business in international commerce; in-
crease corporate productivity; enhance the
safety and welfare of employees; and im-
prove the delivery of products and services
to consumers in the United States and
abroad.

(3) During the past decade, the Federal
Communications Commission allocation and
licensing policies have led to dramatic in-
creases in spectrum available for commercial
mobile radio services while the spectrum
available for private mobile radio systems
has decreased, even though the Commission
recognizes the spectrum use efficiencies and
other public benefits of such private systems
and the substantial increases in the use of
such systems.

(4) Spectrum auctions are designed to se-
lect among competing applications for spec-
trum licenses when engineering solutions,
negotiation, threshold qualifications, service
regulations, and other cooperative means
employed by the Commission are not able to
prevent mutual exclusivity among such ap-
plications. Private wireless systems, on the
other hand, avoid mutual exclusivity
through cooperative, multiple uses generally
achieved by the Commission, the users, or
the frequency advisory committees. Accord-
ingly, the requirements of such private wire-
less systems are accommodated within the
spectrum bands allocated for private uses.
Since there is no mutual exclusivity among
private wireless system applications, there is
no need for the Commission to employ a
mechanism, such as auctions, to select
among applications. Auction valuation prin-
ciples also do not apply to the private wire-
less licensing process because the private
wireless spectrum is not used on a commer-
cial, interconnected basis. Rather, such pri-
vate allocations are used for internal com-
munications applications to enhance safety,
efficiency and productivity. Nonetheless,
there should be some payment associated
with the assignment of new private wireless
spectrum, and the Commission can and
should develop a payment mechanism for
this purpose.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

Section 3 of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 153) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (33)
through (52) as paragraph (35) through (54);
and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (32) the fol-
lowing:
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‘‘(33) PRIVATE WIRELESS SYSTEM.—The

term ‘private wireless system’ means an in-
frastructure of telecommunications equip-
ment and customer premises equipment that
is owned by, and operated solely to meet the
internal wireless communication needs of,
an industrial, business, transportation, edu-
cation, or energy (including utilities and
pipelines) entity, or other licensee.

‘‘(34) PRIVATE WIRELESS PROVIDER.—The
term ‘private wireless provider’ means an en-
tity that owns, operates, or manages an in-
frastructure of telecommunications equip-
ment and customer premises equipment that
is—

‘‘(A) used solely for the purpose of meeting
the internal communications needs of an-
other entity that is an industrial, business,
transportation, education, or energy (includ-
ing utilities and pipelines) entity, or similar
end-user;

‘‘(B) neither a commercial mobile service
(as defined in section 332(d)(1)) nor used to
provide public safety services (as defined in
section 337(f)(1)); and

‘‘(C) not interconnected with the public
switched network.’’.
SEC. 4. ALLOCATION AND ASSIGNMENT OF ADDI-

TIONAL SPECTRUM.
Part I of title III of the Communications

Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 301) is amended by in-
serting after section 337 the following:
‘‘SEC. 338. ALLOCATION AND ASSIGNMENT OF

SPECTRUM FOR PRIVATE WIRELESS
USES.

‘‘(a) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.—Within 120
days after the date of enactment of the Pri-
vate Wireless Spectrum Use Act, the Com-
mission shall initiate a rulemaking designed
to identify and allocate at least 12 megahertz
of electromagnetic spectrum located be-
tween 150 and 2,000 megahertz for use by pri-
vate wireless licensees on a shared-use basis.
The new spectrum proposed to be reallocated
shall be available and appropriate for use by
private wireless communications systems
and shall accommodate the need for paired
allocations and for proximity to existing pri-
vate wireless spectrum allocations. In ac-
commodating the various private wireless
system needs in this rulemaking, the Com-
mission shall reserve at least 50 percent of
the reallocated spectrum for the use of pri-
vate wireless systems. The remaining reallo-
cated spectrum shall be available for use by
private wireless providers solely for the pur-
pose described in section 3(34)(A).

‘‘(b) ORDER REQUIRED.—Within 180 days
after the Commission initiates the rule-
making required by subsection (a), the Com-
mission, in consultation with its frequency
advisory committees, shall—

‘‘(1) issue an order reallocating spectrum
in accordance with subsection (a); and

‘‘(2) issue licenses for the reallocated spec-
trum in a timely manner.’’.
SEC. 5. REIMBURSEMENT FOR ADDITIONAL SPEC-

TRUM ALLOCATED FOR PRIVATE
WIRELESS SYSTEM USE.

Section 309(j) of the Communications Act
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309 (j)) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (14) the following:

‘‘(15) SPECTRUM EFFICIENCY FOR SHARED
SPECTRUM.—

‘‘(A) Within 120 days after the date of en-
actment of the Private Wireless Spectrum
Use Act, the Commission shall initiate a
rulemaking to devise a schedule of payment
to the Treasury by private wireless systems,
and by private wireless providers for the pur-
pose described in section 3(34)(A), in return
for a license or other ability to use a portion
of the spectrum reallocated under section
338. The schedule shall be designed to pro-
mote the efficient use of those frequencies.

‘‘(B) Within 180 days after the Commission
initiates the rulemaking required by sub-
paragraph (A), the Commission, after con-

sultation with its frequency advisory com-
mittees and after opportunity for comment,
shall adopt a schedule of payment in accord-
ance with subparagraph (A) and which it de-
termines to be in the public interest.

‘‘(C) In adopting the schedule of payments
referred to in subparagraph (A), the
Commission—

‘‘(i) may not base a finding of public inter-
est, convenience, and necessity on the expec-
tation of Federal revenues for the use of such
schedule of payment; and

‘‘(ii) shall take into account the private
nature of the systems, the safety and effi-
ciencies realized by the public as a result of
these private uses, the amount of bandwidth
and coverage area and geographic location of
the license, and the degree of frequency-shar-
ing.’’.
SEC. 6. SPECTRUM SHARING

Section 309(j)(6) of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(6)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (G);

(2) by striking ‘‘Act.’’ in subparagraph (H)
and inserting ‘‘Act; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(I) be construed to permit the Commis-

sion to take any action to create mutual ex-
clusivity where it does not already exist.’’
SEC. 7. CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) PRIVATE MOBILE SERVICE.—Section

332(d) of the Communications Act of 1934 (47
U.S.C. 332(d)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon
in paragraph (1);

(2) by striking ‘‘(c)(1)(B); and’’ in para-
graph (2) and inserting ‘‘(c)(1)(B).’’; and

(3) by striking paragraph (3).
(b) APPLICATION OF SPECTRUM-USE PAYMENT

SCHEDULE TO NEW LICENSES.—Section
337(a)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934
(47 U.S.C. 337(a)(2)) is amended by inserting
‘‘or spectrum use payment schedule’’ after
‘‘competitive bidding’’.

(c) EXEMPTION FROM COMPETITIVE BID-
DING.—Section 309(j)(2) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by striking ‘‘Act.’’ in subparagraph (C)
and inserting ‘‘Act; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(D) for private wireless systems, and for
private wireless providers for the purpose de-
scribed in section 3(34)(A), that—

‘‘(i) are used to enhance the productivity
or safety of business or industry; and

‘‘(ii) are not made commercially available
to the public, except for that purpose.’’.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section
271(c)(1)(A) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 271(c)(1)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘3(47)(A),’’ and inserting
‘‘3(49)(A),’’.∑

∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from Lou-
isiana, Senator BREAUX, in introducing
a bill to rationalize the federal man-
agement of spectrum that is used by
entities for their internal wireless
communication needs. The legislation
does essentially three things. First, it
recognizes that auctions are not an ap-
propriate means of allocating spectrum
for these private users, and so exempts
from auction that spectrum that is
used for private wireless applications.
Second, it directs the FCC to reallo-
cate an additional 12 megahertz of
spectrum to private wireless users,
who, over the years, and despite the ef-

ficiencies they have obtained through
shared use, have lost spectrum and cur-
rently do not have enough to meet de-
mands in some areas. Third, the legis-
lation authorizes the FCC to collect
lease fees for the use of the 12 MHZ to
be reallocated.

One of the biggest challenges in pre-
paring this bill, Mr. President, has
been to define the class of bene-
ficiaries, that is, to identify what is a
‘‘private wireless’’ system. The defini-
tion in the measure we are introducing
today may not be perfect, and I look
forward to working with all interested
parties to ensure that the definition
covers the appropriate class of users.
The intent, however, and one that I be-
lieve is captured in the current defini-
tion, is that we recognize that there
are thousands of corporations, utili-
ties, farmers, and other entities, that
use spectrum purely for their internal
communication needs, with applica-
tions that range from reading utility
meters from a distance, to operating
sprinkler or irrigation systems, to
communicating over hand-held radios
in the middle of the woods, a factory
floor, or a construction site. This use
of the spectrum, Mr. President, is eco-
nomically vital to our economy, as it
enhances the productivity of all of
these users and, in many cases, makes
their operations possible.

A distinguishing characteristic of
private wireless users, and a reason
that we are proposing that they be
treated differently than other spec-
trum users, is that the private wireless
users’ application of the spectrum is
often specifically tailored to the needs
of that user, that is, it is a unique ap-
plication that is not offered by com-
mercial wireless providers.

Currently, private wireless users are
licensed on a site-by-site basis by the
FCC. Their license applications are co-
ordinated by spectrum managers who
attempt to maximize the efficiency of
the spectrum and eliminate mutually
exclusive applications by requiring
that the spectrum be shared by mul-
tiple users. In this way, hundreds of
different users can and do operate their
internal wireless communications sys-
tems within a given geographic area.
When the users’ needs change, as they
frequently do, as companies open new
production facilities, begin work at
new construction sites, or extend their
service area, the spectrum coordina-
tors, (spectrum allowing), will propose
a new sharing arrangement and obtain
a new site-specific license for the user.

The geographic based auction con-
cept that the FCC is currently pro-
posing for some of the spectrum now
being used by private wireless, makes
little sense for these private users. Un-
like a commercial wireless provider,
whose service must be operational
within the entirety of a broad geo-
graphical license area, an individual
private wireless user may require use
of the spectrum only at single site
within the area proposed to be auc-
tioned. Moreover, private wireless sys-
tem users are not in the business of
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providing communications services,
and don’t want to be—so it is not in
their interest to acquire, through auc-
tion, exclusive rights to the use of
spectrum in a large fixed geographic
area, when they will use only a small
fraction of it, their site may change,
and they lack both the expertise or the
desire to rent out what they do not
need.

Recognizing that auctions are ill-
suited as a means of allocating spec-
trum to private wireless users, how-
ever, is not to say that the public
should receive no compensation for the
use of this public resource. Unfortu-
nately, the desire to raise revenue from
the sale of spectrum appears to have
overtaken the need to ensure that spec-
trum is used efficiently and that cur-
rent, economically valuable applica-
tions, are not disrupted by a rush to
sell in order to raise revenue. The pro-
posal in this measure to allow the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to
collect lease fees for the use of private
wireless spectrum is, I believe, a way
to reintroducing some rationality into
our spectrum management policies,
while ensuring a return for the tax-
payer.

The legislation we are introducing
today, Mr. President, is not a final
product. It stakes out, however, a very
important claim, and that is the im-
portance of the private wireless spec-
trum users to the smooth and efficient
operation of our economy. I look for-
ward to working with all interested
parties to improve, and pass swiftly,
this important measure.∑

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER:
S. 1825. A bill to empower telephone

consumers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

THE PHONE BILL FAIRNESS ACT

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce the Phone Bill
Fairness Act. I ask unanimous consent
that the full text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1825
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Phone Bill
Fairness Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Customer bills for telecommunications
services are unreasonably complicated, and
many Americans are unable to understand
the nature of services provided to them and
the charges for which they are responsible.

(2) One of the purposes of the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–
104) was to unleash competitive and market
forces for telecommunications services.

(3) Unless customers can understand their
telecommunications bills they cannot take
advantage of the newly competitive market
for telecommunications services.

(4) Confusing telecommunications bills
allow a small minority of providers of tele-

communications services to commit fraud
more easily. The best defense against tele-
communications fraud is a well informed
consumer. Consumers cannot be well in-
formed when their telecommunications bills
are incomprehensible.

(5) Certain providers of telecommuni-
cations services have established new, spe-
cific charges on customer bills commonly
known as ‘‘line-item charges’’.

(6) These line-item charges have pro-
liferated and are often described with inac-
curate and confusing names.

(7) These line-item charges have generated
significant confusion among customers re-
garding the nature and scope of universal
service and of the fees associated with uni-
versal service.

(8) The National Association of Regulatory
Utility Commissioners adopted a resolution
in February 1998 supporting action by the
Federal Communications Commission to re-
quire interstate telecommunications carriers
to provide accurate customer notice regard-
ing the implementation and purpose of end-
user charges for telecommunications serv-
ices.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to require the Federal Communications
Commission and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion to protect and empower consumers of
telecommunications services by assuring
that telecommunications bills, including
line-item charges, issued by telecommuni-
cations carriers nationwide are both accu-
rate and comprehensible.
SEC. 3. INVESTIGATION OF TELECOMMUNI-

CATIONS CARRIER BILLING PRAC-
TICES.

(a) INVESTIGATION.—
(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Federal Commu-

nications Commission and the Federal Trade
Commission shall jointly conduct an inves-
tigation of the billing practices of tele-
communications carriers.

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the investiga-
tion is to determine whether the bills sent
by telecommunications carriers to their cus-
tomers accurately assess and correctly char-
acterize the services received and fees
charged for such services, including any fees
imposed as line-item charges.

(b) DETERMINATIONS.—In carrying out the
investigation under subsection (a), the Fed-
eral Communications Commission and the
Federal Trade Commission shall determine
the following:

(1) The prevalence of incomprehensible or
confusing telecommunications bills.

(2) The most frequent causes for confusion
on telecommunications bills.

(3) Whether or not any best practices exist,
which, if utilized as an industry standard,
would reduce confusion and improve com-
prehension of telecommunications bills.

(4) Whether or not telecommunications
bills that impose fees through line-item
charges characterize correctly the nature
and basis of such fees, including, in par-
ticular, whether or not such fees are required
by the Federal Government or State govern-
ments.

(c) REVIEW OF RECORDS.—
(1) AUTHORITY.—For purposes of the inves-

tigation under subsection (a), the Federal
Communications Commission and the Fed-
eral Trade Commission may obtain from any
telecommunications carrier any record of
such carrier that is relevant to the inves-
tigation, including any record supporting
such carrier’s basis for setting fee levels or
percentages.

(2) USE.—The Federal Communications
Commission and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion may use records obtained under this
subsection only for purposes of the investiga-
tion.

(d) DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Federal Commu-
nications Commission or the Federal Trade
Commission determines as a result of the in-
vestigation under subsection (a) that the
bills sent by a telecommunications carrier to
its customers do not accurately assess or
correctly characterize any service or fee con-
tained in such bills, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission or the Federal Trade Com-
mission, as the case may be, may take such
action against such carrier as such Commis-
sion is authorized to take under law.

(2) CHARACTERIZATION OF FEES.—If the Fed-
eral Communications Commission or the
Federal Trade Commission determines as a
result of the investigation under subsection
(a) that a telecommunications carrier has
characterized a fee on bills sent to its cus-
tomers as mandated or otherwise required by
the Federal Government or a State and that
such characterization is incorrect, the Fed-
eral Communications Commission or the
Federal Trade Commission, as the case may
be, may require the carrier to discontinue
such characterization.

(3) ADDITIONAL ACTIONS.—If the Federal
Communications Commission or the Federal
Trade Commission determines that such
Commission does not have authority under
law to take actions under paragraph (1) that
would be appropriate in light of a determina-
tion described in paragraph (1), the Federal
Communications Commission or the Federal
Trade Commission, as the case may be, shall
notify Congress of the determination under
this paragraph in the report under sub-
section (e).

(e) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Federal Communications Commission and
the Federal Trade Commissions shall jointly
submit to Congress a report on the results of
the investigation under subsection (a). The
report shall include the determination, if
any, of either Commission under subsection
(d)(3) and any recommendations for further
legislative action that such Commissions
consider appropriate.
SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF MISLEADING TELE-

COMMUNICATIONS BILLS AND TELE-
COMMUNICATIONS RATE PLANS.

(a) FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION.—The Fed-
eral Trade Commission shall treat any tele-
communications billing practice or tele-
communications rate plan that the Commis-
sion determines to be intentionally mis-
leading as an unfair business practice under
the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C.
41 et seq.).

(b) FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIS-
SION.—The Federal Communications Com-
mission shall, upon finding that any holder
of a license under the Commission has re-
peatedly and intentionally engaged in a tele-
phone billing practice, or has repeatedly and
intentionally utilized a telephone rate plan,
that is misleading, treat such holder as act-
ing against the public interest for purposes
of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
151 et seq.).
SEC. 5. REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL BILLS FOR

TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES.
(a) AVERAGE PER MINUTE RATE CALCULA-

TION.—Each telecommunications carrier
shall display on the first page of each cus-
tomer bill for telecommunications services
the average per-minute charge of tele-
communications services of such customer
for the billing period covered by such bill.

(b) CALLING PATTERNS.—Each tele-
communications carrier shall display on the
first page of each customer bill for tele-
communications services the percentage of
the total number of telephone calls of such
customer for the billing period covered by
such bill as follows:

(1) That began on a weekday.
(2) That began on a weekend.
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(3) That began from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m..
(4) That began from 8:01 p.m. to 7:59 a.m..
(5) That were billed to a calling card.
(c) AVERAGE PER-MINUTE CHARGE DE-

FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘average
per-minute charge’’, in the case of a bill of a
customer for a billing period, means—

(1) the sum of—
(A) the aggregate amount of monthly or

other recurring charges, if any, for tele-
communications services imposed on the
customer by the bill for the billing period;
and

(B) the total amount of all per-minute
charges for telecommunications services im-
posed on the customer by the bill for the
billing period; divided by

(2) the total number of minutes of tele-
communications services provided to the
customer during the billing period and cov-
ered by the bill.

SEC. 6. REQUIREMENTS FOR TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS CARRIERS IMPOSING CER-
TAIN CHARGES FOR SERVICES.

(a) BILLING REQUIREMENTS.—Any tele-
communications carrier shall include on the
bills for telecommunications services sent to
its customers the following:

(1) An accurate name and description of
any covered charge.

(2) The recipient or class of recipients of
the monies collected through each such
charge.

(3) A statement whether each such charge
is required by law or collected pursuant to a
requirement imposed by a governmental en-
tity under its discretionary authority.

(4) A specific explanation of any reduction
in charges or fees to customers, and the class
of telephone customer that such reduction,
that are related to each such charge.

(b) UNIVERSAL SERVICE CONTRIBUTIONS AND
RECEIPTS.—Not later than January 31 each
year, each telecommunications carrier re-
quired to contribute to universal service dur-
ing the previous year under section 254(d) of
the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
254(d)) shall submit to the Federal Commu-
nications Commission a report on following:

(1) The total contributions of the carrier to
the universal service fund during the pre-
vious year.

(2) The total receipts from customers dur-
ing such year designed to recover contribu-
tions to the fund.

(c) ACTION ON UNIVERSAL SERVICE CON-
TRIBUTIONS AND RECEIPTS DATA.—

(1) REVIEW.—The Federal Communications
Commission shall review the reports sub-
mitted to the Commission under subsection
(b) in order to determine whether or not the
amount of the contributions of a tele-
communications carrier to the universal
service fund in any year is equal to the
amount of the receipts of the telecommuni-
cations carrier from its customers in such
year for purposes of contributions to the
fund.

(2) ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—If the
Commission determines as a result of a re-
view under paragraph (1) that the amount of
the receipts of a telecommunications carrier
from its customers in a year for purposes of
contributions to the universal service fund
exceeded the amount contributed by the car-
rier in such year to the fund, the Commis-
sion shall have the authority to require the
carrier to deposit in the fund an amount
equal to the amount of such excess.

(d) COVERED CHARGES.—For purposes of
subsection (a), a covered charge shall include
any charge on a bill for telecommunications
services that is separate from a per-minute
rate charge, including a universal service
charge, a subscriber line charge, and a
presubscribed interexchange carrier charge.

SEC. 7. TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER DE-
FINED.

In this Act, the term ‘‘telecommunications
carrier’’ has the meaning given that term in
section 3(44) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 153(44)).

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 1826. A bill to provide grants to the

State of Alaska for the purpose of as-
sisting that State in fulfilling its re-
sponsibilities under sections 803, 804,
and 805 of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.
∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today I rise to introduce legislation re-
garding the State of Alaska’s sovereign
right to manage its fish and game re-
sources. It is a sad day that I come to
the floor of the United States Senate
to inform my colleagues that for the
first time since Alaska became a state
it no longer has sole authority to man-
age its fisheries on federal lands.

For everyone of my colleagues their
respective states right to manage fish
and game is absolute—every state but
Alaska manages all its own fish and
game. As of October 1, in Alaska, this
is not the case, and therefore, action
must be taken to try and provide the
opportunity for the state to regain this
authority back as swiftly as possible.

Some background is in order here.
When Congress passed the Alaska Na-

tional Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA) in 1980, Title VIII required
the State of Alaska to provide a rural
subsistence hunting and fishing pref-
erence on federal ‘‘public lands.’’ If the
State fails to provide the required pref-
erence by State statute, the law pro-
vided that the federal government
would step in to manage the subsist-
ence uses of fish and game resources on
federal lands.

The Alaska State Legislature passed
such a subsistence preference law in
1978 which was upheld by referendum in
1982. The law was slightly revised in
1986, and remained on the books until
it was struck down by the Alaska Su-
preme Court in 1989 as unconstitu-
tional because of the Alaska Constitu-
tion’s common use of fish and game
clause. It is easy to see how there
would be a conflict between a federal
law that requires the state to provide a
preference for rural Alaskans for fish
and game resources and a state con-
stitution that provides for equal ac-
cess. When the state statutes were
struck down, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the Secretary of Agriculture,
for Forest Service lands, took over
management of fish and game re-
sources on federal public lands in Alas-
ka.

For the most part the early focus was
on game management and little was
done to impact Alaska’s fisheries. That
all changed in 1995 when a decision by
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in
Katie John v. United States extended
the law far beyond its original scope to
apply not just to ‘‘federal lands’’ but to
navigable waters owned by the State of

Alaska. Hence State and private lands
were impacted too. The theory es-
poused by the Court was that the ‘‘pub-
lic lands’’ includes navigable waters in
which the United States has reserved
water rights. If implemented, the
courts decision would mean all fish-
eries in Alaska could effectively be
managed by the federal government. In
April of 1996, the Departments of the
Interior and Agriculture published an
‘‘Advance Notice of Proposed Rule-
making’’ which identified about half of
the state as subject to federal author-
ity to regulate fishing activities.

These regulations were so broad they
could have affected not only fishing ac-
tivities, but virtually all activities on
state and federal lands that may have
an impact on subsistence uses. There is
no precedent in any other State in the
Union for this kind of overreaching
into State management prerogatives.
For that reason Congress acted in 1996
to place a moratorium on the federal
government from implementing those
regulations and assuming control of
Alaska’s fisheries. This moratorium
was provided mainly to allow the State
time to make appropriate changes to
the constitution and relevant statutes
in order to comply with the federal
law. The moratorium was extended
three times by Congress and just re-
cently expired October 1, 1999.

The Governor, and the majority of
the State legislators have worked to
try and resolve this issue by adopting
an amendment to the State constitu-
tion that would allow them to pass
State statutes to come into compliance
with the federal law and provide a sub-
sistence priority. Unfortunately, the
State of Alaska’s Constitution is not
easily amended and these efforts have
fallen short of the necessary votes
needed to place the issue before the
Alaska voters. In fact, in the most re-
cent special session a majority of the
legislators voted to do just this. Unfor-
tunately they were just two votes shy
in the State Senate of the 2/3 majority
needed to place the necessary amend-
ment before the voters.

With the failure of the legislature to
place a constitutional amendment on
the ballot prior to October 1, 1999, we
now find ourselves in a situation where
the federal government has assumed
control of subsistence fisheries in Alas-
ka. Therefore, absent a lawsuit or
major change to federal law, the only
way the State can now regain manage-
ment of the subsistence fisheries is if
the Secretary were to certify that the
citizens of Alaska voted on, and ap-
proved, a constitutional amendment
and the State Legislature had approved
appropriate State statutes to conform
with ANILCA. Under the most opti-
mistic circumstances, the absolute ear-
liest this could occur would be after
the general election in November of
2000—and more likely it would not
occur until 2001 or 2002. This just can-
not be allowed to continue without
some effort to return management to
Alaska as soon as possible.
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The proposal I am introducing today

would minimize the duration of federal
control if the State legislature passes a
constitutional amendment that would
allow them to adopt laws to come into
compliance with the federal law. This
would continue to make sure the focus
of a resolve remains on State action
and not in the ill-placed hopes of some
action by Congress.

Specifically, the proposal would do
the following:

Provide that the State can regain
management authority as soon as the
Secretary certifies the State legisla-
ture has approved a constitutional
amendment that would allow the State
to comply with ANILCA.

As soon as the Secretary certifies the
amendment, any unexpended funds
that were provided to the Secretary as
a result of the legislature’s failure to
act by October 1, 1999 are turned over
to the State.

In order to continue to retain man-
agement the State must place the
amendment on the ballot at the ear-
liest date possible under State law.

The Secretary could manage subsist-
ence again if the amendment is not
adopted by the voters or if it is adopted
but the State fails to adopt the needed
state statutes at the end of the first
legislative session after passage of the
constitutional amendment.

At any time that the Secretary is
managing subsistence fisheries in Alas-
ka, he must comply with section 1308 of
ANILCA which requires local hire.

Mr. President, I along with most
Alaskans, believe that subsistence uses
of fish and game should have a priority
over other uses in the State. We have
provided for such uses in the past, I
have hunted and fished under those
regulations and I respected and sup-
ported them and continue to do so now.
I believe the State can again provide
for such uses without significant inter-
ruption to the sport or commercial
fisherman.

I also believe that Alaska’s rural
residents should play a greater role in
the management and enforcement of
fish and game laws in Alaska. They un-
derstand and live with the resources in
rural Alaska. They see and experience
the fish and game resources day in and
day out. And, they are most directly
impacted by the decisions made about
use of those resources. They should
bear their share of the responsibility
for formulating fish and game laws as
well as enforcing them.

It is my intention to ensure that at
anytime the Secretary is managing
any of Alaska’s wildlife resources that
he maximize the expertise of Alaska’s
Native people. I also hope the State
would provide Alaska’s rural residents
a greater role as it seeks to resolve the
subsistence dilemma once and for all.
But until that happens, I cannot stand
by and watch the federal government
move into the State and assume con-
trol of the Alaska fish and game re-
sources for an extended period of time.
That is why I am providing for the ear-

liest opportunity for the State to re-
gain management.

I’ve lived under federal management
during Alaska’s territorial days and it
does not work. In 1959 Alaskan’s caught
just 25.1 million salmon. Under State
management we caught 218 million
salmon in 1995.

Federal control would again be a dis-
aster for the resource and those that
depend on it.∑

By Mr. GRAHAM:
S. 1827. A bill to provide funds to as-

sist high-poverty school districts meet
their teaching needs; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

TRANSITION TO TEACHING ACT

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, today I
introduce legislation which is entitled
‘‘Transition to Teaching. This legisla-
tion starts from a personal experience.

Bill Aradine is a first-year teacher.
He tells me he is greatly enjoying his
experience in the classroom. He has 150
students from the 9th to the 12th grade
at North Marion High School near
Ocala, FL. Mr. Aradine teaches auto-
mobile mechanics. He has sparked an
interest in students that may lead
many of them to rewarding, lucrative,
and challenging careers. I know Mr.
Aradine because I did one of my work-
days—in fact, my most recent work-
day—at North Marion High School. It
is the story I learned that day at North
Marion that brings me to the Senate
floor today.

Up to this point, it may not seem
that unusual of a story—a beginning
teacher facing new challenges—but Mr.
Aradine brings something else to his
first year at North Marion High
School. He brings a previous career of
11 years on-the-job experience. He has
years of experience in a local Chevrolet
car dealership. He is now starting a
second career as a teacher. The stu-
dents look to him with a different per-
spective. When he says, you will need
to know this if you are going to get the
job done, they know he knows what he
is talking about. Having just come di-
rectly from the industry, he teaches at
the cutting edge.

The information he brings to his stu-
dents is what he was actually doing in
the workplace not that long ago. Mr.
Aradine is also a bridge. He is a bridge
between North Marion High School
students and the world of employment.
He offers them advice, counsel, and
real-life connections to future jobs.

Mr. Aradine learned of the opening at
the high school when one of the auto-
mobile mechanic’s teachers retired. He
applied for the job. He was allowed to
obtain a temporary teaching certifi-
cate based on his prior work experi-
ence. He will take four courses over the
next 3 years to obtain a permanent
teaching certificate. North Marion
High School principal, Walter Miller,
could not be more pleased with the sit-
uation. Mr. Aradine is doing an excel-
lent job with the students. North Mar-
ion High School was able to fill a va-
cancy and ease its teacher shortage.

More and more schools will be turn-
ing to teachers who are in their second
career. The Washington Post of Octo-
ber 4 of this year remarks on the trend
of professionals entering teaching after
years of work in a nonacademic job.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at the end of my remarks, a
copy of an article entitled, ‘‘Disillu-
sioned Find Renewal in Classroom,’’ be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. GRAHAM. Every August and

September, another school year begins.
Thousands of young Americans enter
the classroom. Almost every year at
this time, I hear from school districts
throughout Florida about teacher
shortages. What did I hear in 1999? I
heard from Miami Dade that they had
hired 1,700 new teachers for the 1999
school year but still had 300 vacancies
to fill on the first day of classes.
Hillsborough County, Tampa, hired
1,493 teachers for the start of the
school year. They were still 238 teach-
ers short when the first school bell
rang. Orange County, Orlando, needed
1,300 teachers for the new year and still
had 50 vacancies a month after school
started.

These concerns will only get worse.
Forty percent of current school-
teachers are over the age of 50. They
are nearing retirement. Who will be the
future role models to the next genera-
tion of Americans? Who will take their
places in the classroom? The impor-
tance of having high quality teachers
in sufficient numbers is crucial, if we
are to look at the challenges facing
education in the future.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
article by Dr. Robert McCabe entitled,
‘‘A Twenty-First Century Challenge:
Underprepared Americans.’’

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A TWENTY FIRST CENTURY CHALLENGE:
UNDERPREPARED AMERICANS

(By Robert H. McCabe)

The essential mission for higher education
in the new America of the 21st Century will
be creating opportunity for new populations.
Higher education will be more important
than every before, but the scope of services
will be very different and should be dramati-
cally expanded to match the changed envi-
ronment. In short, the current emphasis on
exclusion must shift to inclusion.

In the new America, we will be older, less
white, and more diverse. Our workforce will
shrink. Information technology will impact
everything and everybody. Business will
function in a global economy and unskilled
jobs will be exported to low wage developing
nations. The gap between the skills and com-
petencies of Americans, and those required
for an Information Age workforce will con-
tinue to widen, threatening the very well
being of our nation.

As we enter the 21st Century we face three
critical challenges: remaining competitive in
a global economy; reversing the growth of a
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seemingly permanent and disenfranchised
underclass; and developing a broad based
workforce possessing Information Age skills.
Whether or not we successfully meet these
challenges will depend on the achievement of
our educational system. The public schools,
however, face ever greater difficulties. In-
creasing numbers of diverse children will
enter the schools with significant edu-
cational and life deficiencies. Despite the
school reforms that are sweeping the nation,
it is virtually certain that increasing num-
bers of individuals will reach adulthood un-
prepared for 21st Century life and employ-
ment. Failure to educate these individuals
would result in a catastrophic decline in our
economy and standard of living. The role of
higher education is critical. It must provide
leadership in reshaping an educational sys-
tem that is significantly more successful at
all levels. Colleges will experience extraor-
dinary enrollment growth from previously
undeserved and underprepared populations.
They must assist these Americans in achiev-
ing the higher order competencies necessary
to succeed in the Information Age. To reach
this goal, colleges must partner with public
schools to participate in school reform. They
must also insure that strengthened and well-
supported college remedial education pro-
grams are available, primarily in community
colleges, to rescue underprepared adults for
their own benefit and to the benefit of the
nation as a whole.

The following is a review of factors that
will redefine the mission of higher education
in the new America of the 21st Century.

BUSINESS/INDUSTRY AND WORK

In a global economy, business and industry
will get its work done where it is least cost-
ly. Manufacturing is already moving from
the United States to less developed nations
where wages are lower. This trend will con-
tinue. Sustaining America’s current pros-
perity will depend on its ability to lead and
develop knowledge industries, which are
based on a highly skilled and a more produc-
tive workforce. Brainpower and technology
can multiply individual productivity, thus,
compensating for higher wages and helping
America to retain global competitiveness.

Experts believe—judging from successful
economies already functioning in the new
global environment—the countries that re-
main competitive in the next century are
those with the highest overall literacy and
educational levels—that is, nations, such as
Germany and Japan, that have a strong
‘‘bottom third.’’ This should be a compelling
wake up call for America because demo-
graphic trends indicate that the future U.S.
work force will be increasingly composed of
groups such as minorities and immigrants,
who have disproportionately high rates of il-
literacy and educational underachievement
(Immerwahr et al. 1991 p. 15).

Beyond the basics, workers need additional
skills to meet workforce demands—even if
they hold the same job. Regardless of the
product or service offered, the competitive
workplace of today is a high-skill environ-
ment designed around technology and people
who are technically competent.

A 1997 National Alliance of Business re-
port, ‘‘Job Cuts Out, High Skills In,’’ states:
‘‘With the explosion of technology in the
workplace, skill level requirements are being
ratcheted up by employers. Inventory, sales,
marketing, expense analysis, communica-
tions, and correspondence are being one fast-
er, better and cheaper, and with greater effi-
ciency in the workplace’’ (National Alliance
of Business, p. 1).

Through turbulent years of reorganization,
companies have raised skill requirements in
order to hire employees with the com-
petencies they need to be more competitive.

More highly skilled workers have replaced
employees with lower or outdated skills. Job
elimination and downsizing have declined to
their lowest levels in the decade, as compa-
nies are prepared for increased productivity
and profitability. ‘‘We’re seeing the payoff
after a decade of pain,’’ says Eric Greenberg,
director of management studies for the
American Management association. ‘‘The
same forces that were costing jobs in the
earlier years, such as restructuring, re-engi-
neering and automation are now creating
jobs that demand high skill levels. The peo-
ple going out the door don’t have them, the
people coming in do’’ (National Alliance of
Business, 1997, p. 6).

At the same time that necessary skill lev-
els are rising, the skills of American workers
are declining—a bleak picture indeed. In
1995, The National Workforce Collabative es-
timated that the incidence of low basic
workplace skills among U.S. workers rang-
ing from 20 to 40 percent.

Business and Industry estimates that 80
percent of the 21st Century workforce will
need some post-secondary education. In addi-
tion, they will need higher order information
competencies as a base for life long con-
tinuing education. Today, fewer than half of
Americans have achieved this level of com-
petence and demographic changes indicate
that in the future even fewer will be as well
prepared.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES

As the millennium approaches, stores ana-
lyzing the state of the nation and predicting
its future fill the public discourse. Demog-
raphers can accurately describe what News-
week magazine termed the ‘‘face of the fu-
ture’’ (Morganthau 1997). In the 21st Century,
the United States will become more eth-
nically diverse, more crowded and much
older.

The greatest changes will occur in the His-
panic population. Today, Hispanics make up
nearly 30 million people and 11 percent of the
population. With high birthrates and high
legal and illegal immigration, this share will
continue to increase. Hispanic Americans av-
erage 2.4 to 2.9 children per couple, compared
to white Americans average of just under
two children per couple (Sivy 1997). In addi-
tion, the majority of today’s immigrants are
Hispanic, a trend that is expected to con-
tinue. Within the next seven years, Hispanics
will overtake African Americans as the na-
tion’s largest minority. By 2005, Hispanics
will number more than 36 million people
compared to a projected 35.5 million African
Americans. (Holmes 1998). By 2050, they are
expected to comprise nearly one quarter of
the total population, almost 96 million peo-
ple. (Morganthau 1997). This growth is re-
markable considering that in 1970 Hispanic
accounted for just nine million citizens or
roughly four percent of the national popu-
lation (Population Reference Bureau 1999).

Virtually all of our growth will be from
minorities, principally Hispanics. These
groups are disproportionately poor, and thus,
disproportionately educationally underpre-
pared. To illustrate, African Americans are
13 percent of the general population and 40
percent of welfare recipients while Hispanics
are 11 percent of the population and 22 per-
cent of welfare recipients.

IMMIGRATION

Changing patterns of immigration are re-
arranging the face of America. Immigrants
make up a significant portion of population
growth. These new Americans differ in origin
from those of earlier years. Between 1820 and
1967, 40 million of America’s 44 million immi-
grants came from European countries. From
1968 to 1994, only three million of the 18 mil-
lion immigrants came from Europe—a de-
crease from 90 percent to 17 percent. Today’s

immigrants come primarily from Latin
America and Asia, and most importantly,
from underdeveloped nations. Unfortunately,
the immigrant population that is a major
source of future workers also adds to our
underprepared population. In the early 20th
Century, most European immigrants were
also unskilled. At that time, however, work
was predominantly unskilled, and the immi-
grants provided much needed unskilled man-
power. Circumstances are now quite dif-
ferent. Less than 20 percent of today’s jobs
are unskilled. Few new immigrants arrive on
our shores with the job skills that business
and industry need, yet these ‘‘new workers’’
represent a key source of potential employ-
ees needed to fill the void created by retiring
‘‘Baby Boomers’’.

THE AGING OF AMERICA

In 1900, the average life expectancy was 48.
Today it is 76. In addition, America’s fer-
tility rate has dropped below the 2.1 children
per woman population replacement rate. In
1950, the average age of Americans was 21
while today it is 37. Demographer Samuel
Preston reports that the population is rap-
idly growing older and will continue to do so
in the next half century (1996). Between 1995
and 2010, the number of people 65 and older
will grow slowly from 33.5 million to 39.4 mil-
lion, as people born in the 1930s and early
1940s (when fertility was low) grow older. By
contrast, between 2010 and 2030, with the
‘‘Baby Boomers’’ aging, the number will soar
from 39.4 million to 69.3 million. Meanwhile,
the population in the prime working ages of
20 to 59 will remain stationary at about 160
million. In 1900, there were 10 times as many
children below 18 as there were adults over
65. By 2030, there will be slightly more people
over 65 than under 18.

Most discussion about the aging of Ameri-
cans has focused on the viability of Social
Security and Medicare. The Social Security
system uses a pay-as-you-go model whereby
payments by current workers are used to pay
benefits to retirees. The concept was that
when current workers retire, new workers
would be available to pay into the system to
support their retirement. That is history. In
the future, it will simply no longer be the
case. When the system began, 17 to 20 work-
ers paid in for each retired worker receiving
benefits. By 1960, the ratio had fallen to five
workers for each retiree. Today it is 3.4 to
one and by 2020 there will only be two work-
ers for each retiree. While this forecasts seri-
ous problems, they are not nearly as severe
as the problem of a declining percentage of
the population in the workforce. Quite sim-
ply, to sustain our economy, everyone in
their prime work years will need to be in the
workforce. They must be highly skilled and
extremely productive to support more retir-
ees.

POVERTY

With our high standard of living and pros-
perity, America continues to have a per-
sistent underclass with more individuals liv-
ing in poverty than other developed nations.
This is an unacceptable, deeply imbedded
and seemingly unresolvable American prob-
lem. In the 1950s and 1960s, a near national
consensus believed that the problem of pov-
erty and equal opportunity for all could and
should be resolved. Today, cynicism has re-
placed optimism. People living in poverty
feel there is no way out and that the system
is rigged against them. Those supporting the
dependent population are frustrated and
angry and increasingly blame those who live
in poverty for their own poor circumstances.

Politicans applaud the apparent successes
of welfare reform efforts intended to quickly
remove individuals from the welfare rolls. A
closer look, however, reveals that the suc-
cesses are more a result of a robust economy
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than successful reform programs. Many have
only progressed from poverty to joining the
working poor. Persistent poverty appears to
be impervious to every attempt at improve-
ment.

From kindergarten to college, poverty cor-
relates more closely with academic defi-
ciency than any other factor. The strong re-
lationship between socio-economic status
and educational achievement and the rising
skill levels required for employment result
in growing numbers from impoverished
neighborhoods being undereducated for 21st
Century jobs. These underprepared individ-
uals add to the nation’s unemployed, are de-
pendent on the society and expand the gap
between the haves and have nots—a destruc-
tive and dangerous situation.

THE NEW AMERICAN FAMILY

Today, nearly half of all American children
experience the breakup of their parents’
marriage. Family arrangements are diverse,
and increasingly, do not involve a full-time
father. In 1963, 77 percent of white children,
65 percent of Hispanic children, and 36 per-
cent of African American children lived in
two-parent families. By 1991, only half of the
United States’ children and teens lived in a
traditional nuclear family. Fifth percent of
white children live with a divorced mother;
while 54 percent of African American chil-
dren and 33 percent of Hispanic children have
mothers who have never married (McCabe
and Day 1998, p. 7). More children are born to
unmarried women, 33 percent in 1994 com-
pared with 5 percent in 1960 (Preston 1996).
Even those children from a two-parent
household spend less family time together.
About 70 percent of mothers with children at
home are working (Edmondson 1997). Chil-
dren are often shuttled between day care
centers, baby sitters, and extended family
members.

According to Prather (1995), ‘‘There are
three problems that impact the learning
abilities of young children that are exacer-
bated by the changing structures of families:
Insufficient parenting, poor prenatal care,
and inadequate health care.’’ One-fourth of
the pregnant women in America, particu-
larly those who live in poverty, receive no
prenatal care. Problems in the womb often
lead to learning disabilities and other cog-
nitive disorders.

Recent brain development research indi-
cate that ‘‘wiring’’ of neurons occurs after
birth, and that experience during infancy
and early childhood plays a critical role in
defining an individual’s capacity to learn.
The child’s brain and central nervous system
develop rapidly during the first three years
of life in response to parental attention and
stimulation, such as talking, seeing and
playing. Absence of these critical early child
care experiences, can result in permanent
loss of learning capacity. This obviously oc-
curs more frequently in single parent fami-
lies because there is less time available for
the children.

Children who suffer from inadequate eco-
nomic resources and parental attention are
children at risk of school failure. When these
students progress into secondary schools,
they are often tucked away in a holding pat-
tern in general studies programs, and other
programs that set lower expectations and de-
velop less information competency. These
students are destined to become underpre-
pared adults.

The decline in the traditional family and
the rising percentage of children born into
poverty raises the question of whether chil-
dren of the 21st Century will be sufficiently
nurtured and prepared to mature to the pro-
ductive adults that America needs.

At the heart of the United States’ future
will be the changing concept of family—a

kind of new social demographics. Tomor-
row’s family will be less traditional and
more complex. The 1950s nuclear family with
the father as the sole breadwinner will be a
distant memory. Instead, family life will be
plagued by much of the same problems it suf-
fers from today—divorce, single parenting,
and a fractured and harried household.

Taken together—an analysis of demo-
graphics and family structure—we have a
clear picture of the 21st Century. The United
States will be crowded, diverse, older, and
Americans will be less well prepared for em-
ployment. But what then does all this really
mean? How will these changes influence ev-
eryday life? How well will we prepare our
children for the future? What challenges will
they face? How will we care for our elderly,
infirm, and needy?

EDUCATING A MAJORITY MINORITY NATION

The demographic realities—particularly
the growing diversity—will have the greatest
impact on our education system. We know
that by 2020 half of the nation’s youth will be
‘‘minority.’’ But what is most striking about
this statistic is the shifting concept of mi-
nority. Demographer Hodgkinson explains
that educating tomorrow’s minority will be
more complicated because of who they are.
Between 1820 and 1945, the nations that sent
us the largest numbers of immigrants were
(in rank order): Germany, Italy, Ireland,
United Kingdom, Soviet Union, Canada, and
Sweden. The nations that send us the most
immigrants now and through the year 2000
are (in rank order): Mexico, Philippines,
Korea, China/Taiwan, India, Cuba, Domini-
can Republic, Jamaica, Canada, Vietnam,
United Kingdom, and Iran (Hodgkinson 1993).

This shift indicates a clear transformation.
The United States has gone from a nation of
Europeans with a common European culture
to a nation of the world. Students from all
over the world will be in the same class-
rooms—making our schools truly inter-
national in composition (Hodgkinson 1993).
The change brings with it a set of unique in-
structional problems. In the past, schools
could use the European commonality to so-
cialize immigrant children. Today, children
come to classrooms with different diets, dif-
ferent religions, different individual and
group loyalties, different music, and dif-
ferent languages.

Tommorrow’s students will be problematic
for an even more profound reason—their lack
of academic skills. Teachers will not only
struggle with their diversity but also with
their poor language skills and lack of edu-
cational attainment. Minorities have tradi-
tionally lagged behind academically. Edu-
cational policy makers often view them as
an afterthought—gearing their decisions to
the more successful white majority. As the
demographics shift, however, educators will
face a nation dominated by struggling stu-
dents, at the same time more must complete
their education with higher order skills.

The statistics illustrate a wide educational
gap between minorities and non-minorities.
In 1996, 30 percent of Hispanics had less than
a ninth grade education, compared with 10
percent of African Americans and only about
five percent of whites. Little more than one-
half (53 percent) of Hispanics ages 25 or older
had completed high school, and less than 10
percent had at least a bachelor’s degree.
Nearly 85 percent of non-Hispanic adults
were high school graduates, and nearly 25
percent were college graduates (del Pinal
1997). The high school dropout rate—the per-
centage of people, ages 16 to 24, who do not
have a high school diploma—reflects a simi-
lar disparity. In 1993, 27.5 percent of Hispanic
students, 13.6 percent of African American
students, and 7.9 percent of white students
fell into this category (Coley 1995).

Minority children start two or three steps
behind their white counterparts. They start
elementary school with fewer social skills
and lower language skills than their white
counterparts (del Pinal 1997). Their path of
underachievement then continues through-
out their academic career.

SUMMARY

A series of circumstances are converging
to create a 21st Century American dilemma
that threatens the nation’s economic and so-
cietal well being. The global economy is
forcing manufacturing and businesses that
utilize less skilled labor out of the country.
The nation’s hope for continued prosperity is
to be the leader of the world’s knowledge in-
dustries. This requires a highly skilled, high-
ly productive workforce. Formidable obsta-
cles must be overcome to reach that goal.
With the aging population, the percentage of
individuals in their primary work years will
decline. It is, therefore, necessary to insure
that the maximum number of Americans are
well prepared and in the workforce. They
will have to be more productive both to off-
set the competitive low salaries in less de-
veloped countries and to support the growing
number of elderly. America does not have
any one to waste!

Virtually all of our population growth will
be from groups that are disproportionately
underprepared—immigrants mostly from
Third World countries, and minorities, prin-
cipally Hispanic, who are disproportionately
poor. Changes in the American family will
also contribute to underpreparation. Chang-
ing family and work circumstances result in
poor parenting practices that are linked to
early children sensory deprivation and learn-
ing disabilities. Due to the hardships of
growing numbers of single parent families,
children’s social, physical and educational
progress is impeded.

The workforce could be both undersized
and disproportionately underskilled. It
would be unable to sustain a knowledge
based economy and our quality of life.

America must depend on education to
avert this pending national crisis. Despite
reforms and hoped for improvements in the
public schools, more Americans will reach
adulthood underprepared. States are now
taking school reform seriously and there is
evidence of some improvement. The task,
however, is monumental. The public schools
cannot be expected to solve it alone.

The following graph dramatically dem-
onstrates the scope of the problem. Cur-
rently, 85 percent of young Americans grad-
uate from high school, 56 percent enter col-
lege and, unfortunately, only 39 percent are
prepared for college work. This means that
unless there is tremendous improvement,
less than 40 percent of young Americans will
be prepared for the 80 percent of high skill
jobs. Sixty percent will only be prepared for
the 20 percent of low skill jobs. It will be the
essential and daunting task of public schools
and college remedial programs to raise the 39
percent prepared to 80 percent. Substantially
more students need to achieve higher skills
at the same time large numbers of children
will enter the educational system with seri-
ous life and educational deficiencies.

The great strength of America is the belief
in the value of every individual and the com-
mitment to equal opportunity for all. Higher
education can do nothing more important
and more difficult than helping the under-
prepared achieve educational parity. Higher
education leadership is essential in meeting
this challenge. Colleges must join with pub-
lic schools in unified efforts to raise the edu-
cational achievements of all children. They
must also insure the availability of quality
remedial education programs, primarily in
community colleges. This will assure that
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the critical final bridge to full participants
in our society is available to everyone.
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Mr. GRAHAM. Dr. McCabe raises sev-
eral crucial demographic and societal
changes that will affect American edu-
cation in the coming years. Let me
mention two of these issues.

First, the American family structure
will change in the coming decades. Half
of all children will spend some of their
childhood in single-parent homes and
are more likely to live in poverty.

Of the children who grow up in a nu-
clear family, very often both of their
parents will work; thus, they will be
less able to be involved in the child’s
school and schoolwork. That is what is
happening to American families. That
is what will increasingly in the family
environment from which American
schoolchildren will enter the class-
room. But as they exit the classroom,
societal expectations for students upon
graduation will be greater.

In the middle of this century, 50
years ago, 20 percent of American jobs
required a specific skill. At the end of
this century, today, 80 percent of jobs
need skilled workers. Thus, the Amer-
ican student will need to graduate from
school better prepared for the high-
tech world than ever before; but single-
parent families and dual-income fami-
lies, in general, will face more chal-
lenges in being able to be actively in-
volved in the support of that child’s
education.

These challenges, and others, will
face the American educational system.
I rise today to take one step forward in
easing the nationwide teacher shortage
and offering challenging new opportu-
nities for America’s professional work-
ing people by introducing the Transi-
tion to Teaching Act of 1999.

Senator KENNEDY is to be commended
for his work in including similar lan-
guage in the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Reauthorization
Bill. Representatives JIM DAVIS of
Florida and TIM ROEMER of Indiana
have taken the lead in the House of
Representatives on this issue.

We have a very successful model on
which to build the Transition to Teach-
ing program. Since 1994, the Troops to
Teachers program has brought more
than 3,000 retired military personnel to
our classrooms, particularly as math,
science, and technology teachers.

Schools in my State of Florida have
benefitted by more than 270 individuals
who have successfully completed the
Troops to Teachers program, and are
bringing their life experience to the
classroom today.

Troops to Teachers, and now Transi-
tion to Teaching, assist in overcoming
two of the main obstacles that mid-ca-
reer professionals face when they want
to become a teacher. It is not impos-
sible to do this now, as Mr. Aradine has
shown; but this legislation will assist
with and simplify the process.

The first issue that is addressed in-
volves teaching colleges within univer-
sities. These teaching colleges are
often set up for the traditional stu-
dents in their early twenties, right out
of high school, just starting their new
lives.

These programs are generally taken
over a multiyear period as a full-time
college student. This legislation en-
courages teaching colleges to develop
curriculum suitable for an individual
who already has many years of experi-
ence. These programs are more stream-
lined, more flexible in school hours,
and recognize that the mid-career stu-
dent brings more life and work experi-
ence than does a traditional college
student.

By developing such programs, teach-
ing colleges can maintain high stand-
ards, but allow a mid-career worker,
making the change into teaching to be-
come certified in a more efficient,
streamlined manner.

Teaching colleges are also asked to
develop programs to maintain contact
with and support for these new teach-
ers during at least their first year in
the classroom.

Second, Transition to Teaching will
assist teachers who come to the profes-
sion in mid-career in a very tangible
way.

Grants will be awarded, up to $5,000
per participant, to offset the costs of
becoming a certified teacher. Why are
these grants appropriate? The tradi-
tional college student comes directly
from a family setting. They typically
have limited personal or family finan-

cial obligations. In contrast, people
like Mr. Aradine have their own fami-
lies, spouses, children, and they have a
house and car payments. They have the
kind of financial obligations that
would be typical of any mid-career
adult. They would need this financial
assistance in order to give them that
little degree of support and help that
will allow them to make this transi-
tion to become a certified teacher and
move into a second career in the class-
room.

Thus, this legislation deals with two
of the biggest obstacles to becoming a
teacher in mid-career. The certifi-
cation process is streamlined, and sti-
pends are provided to offset the cost of
this additional education.

The success can be highlighted best
with a personal story—a personal
story, not like Mr. Aradine who is in
his first year, but the personal story of
a man who is already well into his sec-
ond career. Ronald Dyches grew up in a
military family. His father was a non-
commissioned officer. When Mr.
Dyches attended college at Sam Hous-
ton State, he followed in his family’s
military footsteps and enrolled in the
ROTC.

When he graduated, he became a
commissioned officer in the U.S. Army.
For more than 21 years, Mr. Dyches
served our Nation as an Army intel-
ligence officer, living throughout the
United States and Europe. He feels the
highlight of his career were the three
years he spent on General Norman
Schwartzkopf’s staff at MacDill Air
Force Base in Tampa during the Gulf
war. Mr. Dyches retired from the Army
in 1995. But you can say his service to
the country did not end.

With the help of the Troops to Teach-
ers program, Mr. Dyches began a sec-
ond career teaching social studies at
Bloomingdale High School in Brandon,
FL. He has been on the faculty at
Bloomingdale since 1995—and this year
he is teaching three periods of Honors
World History and two periods of an
elective class that he created: The His-
tory of the Vietnam War.

Mr. Dyches’ military experiences are
an integral part of his classroom teach-
ing. In addition to developing new elec-
tive courses, such as the one on the
Vietnam war, Mr. Dyches uses the
wealth of knowledge acquired living
and working twelve years in Europe
with the military to enliven his World
History class. With his background, he
offers advice and counsel to students
including those considering a military
career or wishing to attend one of the
Nation’s service academies.

Mr. Dyches feels that this classroom
experience would not have been pos-
sible without the Troops to Teachers
program. It rekindled his interest in
teaching from his college days, and it
opened doors to certification that
would have been closed to him.

In some sense, Troops to Teachers
helps make ‘‘perfect marriages.’’
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Bloomingdale High School needed a so-
cial studies teacher. Ron Dyches need-
ed a challenging, rewarding second ca-
reer. He, the school, and all of
Bloomingdale’s students have benefited
from this perfect marriage.

Other professionals, other workers,
should be allowed to follow in the foot-
steps of the retired military personnel
like Mr. Dyches, who have set such a
shining example for us and the stu-
dents that they serve.

Law enforcement, attorneys, busi-
ness leaders, scientists, entrepreneurs,
technically competent men and
women, and others in the private sec-
tor should be encouraged to share their
wisdom with students.

As I mentioned, under the Transition
to Teaching Act, colleges and univer-
sities would be awarded grants to de-
sign educational programs modeled
after Troops to Teachers to train mid-
career professionals, and others, to be-
come teachers.

Individuals would be eligible for
grants of up to $5,000 to pay for the
courses and training they need to be-
come qualified teachers.

In return for the training, the new
teachers would agree to teach in low-
income schools, determined by the per-
centage of title I students in the school
population, for three years.

This legislation is timely. We are on
the cusp of retirement of millions of
baby boomers.

By encouraging recent retirees, or
mid-career professionals, to become
certified through Transition To Teach-
ing and spend a few years in the class-
room, we will bring the life skills of ex-
perienced professionals to our youngest
citizens.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this legislation.

Our nation’s children deserve our
best efforts to provide them with a
world class education that they will
need in the 21st century.

EXHIBIT 1

DISILLUSIONED FIND RENEWAL IN CLASS-
ROOM—NEW TEACHERS COMING FROM OTHER
PROFESSIONS

(By Liz Seymour)

To become a teacher, Mary Ann Richard-
son left a $113,000-a-year job lobbying Con-
gress as a U.S. deputy assistant secretary in
the Labor Department.

Now she’s a 46-year-old intern at Falls
Church High School, a substitute teacher in
history, government and civics without her
own classroom or even her own desk. Next
year, after she receives her master’s degree
in education, she will be applying for teach-
ing jobs that pay about $80,000 a year less
than what she used to earn.

She grapples with a new identity and the
loss of family income that she worked 16
years to get and will never see again. But,
she said, ‘‘when those kids look up to you or
they’re having a crisis and you can help . . .
I can tell you right now, I have found a pur-
pose.’’

The teaching profession, shunned for dec-
ades by college graduates in search of higher
pay and prestige, is attracting a growing
number of people who started their careers
in another field. Some are downsized cor-
porate executives who’ve heard about the na-

tional teacher shortage and are enticed by
the job security. Others, like Richardson, are
disenchanted lawyers and lobbyists who
found that their high salaries did not make
up for job pressures.

They are being lured, too, by an easing of
teacher licensing requirements for career-
switchers in many states and school dis-
tricts, a trend that is likely to continue as
the national teacher shortage worsens.

About 55 percent of the students currently
enrolled in post-undergraduate teaching pro-
grams started their careers in another field,
according to a study to be released this week
by the National Center for Education Infor-
mation, a Washington-based think tank. The
study also found that 27 percent of univer-
sities have programs solely for second-career
teachers, up from 3 percent in 1984.

Officials in several Washington area school
districts said they are seeing more people
like Richardson, although they do not keep
such figures.

‘‘People used to be driven by the financial
rewards of their career,’’ said Kevin North,
the director of employment for Fairfax
County schools. ‘‘People are starting to step
back and say, ‘Other things are more impor-
tant to me, and I want something more ful-
filling.’ ’’

Second-career teachers are appealing job
candidates in several respects, said Linda
Darling-Hammond, a professor of education
at Stanford University and director of the
National Commission on Teaching & Amer-
ica’s Future. They are more mature than
first-career teachers and often have experi-
ence with children through parenting. And
because their decision to teach usually re-
quires a substantial pay cut, they tend to
have a deeper commitment to public edu-
cation, she said.

Jerome ‘‘Rick’’ Peck, 55, a first-year
science teacher at Loudoun County’s Seneca
Ridge Middle School, said the biggest at-
tribute he brings to the classroom is ‘‘the
ability to say to the kids—and to mean it
and to know it—‘Hey, this is something
you’re going to need later in life.’ ’’

A certified public accountant with a mas-
ter’s degree in business administration from
the Wharton School, Peck was earning a six-
figure salary as chief financial officer of a
magazine publishing company until it was
sold a few years ago. He was financially se-
cure and his decision to teach was ‘‘really
selfish,’’ Peck insists, because he saw it as
something he would enjoy.

Five weeks into the school year, he still
feels that way. But the transition hasn’t
been easy. He is mired in more paperwork
than he expected. Many of his students fared
poorly on the first test he gave, about the
metric system, and some complained that he
was lecturing too fast.

‘‘When it comes to teaching, I’m definitely
still learning,’’ Peck said.

James R. Fields, 38, a former supervisor at
United Parcel Service, is studying for his
master’s degree in education at George
Washington University and substitute teach-
ing at Sligo Middle School in Silver Spring.

Fields was earning $59,000 a year after 14
years at UPS. But when he moved from the
Miami area to Montgomery County to get
married, the company wouldn’t transfer him.

He probably won’t earn more than $35,000 a
year when he gets a full-time teaching job
next year. Fields said he is lucky that his
wife, a gynecologist, has a salary that allows
him to pursue teaching.

Fields, who is African American, said he
hopes to be a strong influence on young
black males. But right now, his main goal is
to learn the routines of running a classroom.
He said it’s a challenge sometimes just to
get his students to settle down—never mind
actually paying attention and compre-
hending his lessons.

‘‘It’s kind of tough as a sub—[the students]
think it’s a field day,’’ Fields said. ‘‘In a
sense I see that as a plus; you quickly de-
velop some classroom management skills.

Tom Brannan, 52, quit his $83,000-a-year job
as an assistant city manager in Alexandria
to enroll in the master’s degree program at
George Washington. He enjoyed many as-
pects of his job but not the long hours and
frenetic pace. Time with his family was
often cut short, he said.

In just a few weeks as a substitute teacher
at Fairfax’s George Marshall High School,
Brannan already has seen rewards. One day,
he was assigned on short notice to teach a
history class, with little time to prepare a
lesson. After sweating out the period, the
bell rang and the students filed out. One
stopped to ask him: ‘‘Are you gonna be back
any time soon?’’

Career-switchers typically take fewer edu-
cation courses than students who go into
teaching as a first career but often get more
field work in schools.

Despite the growing calls from politicians
and school officials to streamline the certifi-
cation process for second-career teachers,
they may still face challenges getting hired,
said C. Emily Feistritzer, president of the
National Center for Education Information.

Some may possess several advanced de-
grees, which would put them at a higher pay
scale than most beginning teachers.
Feistritzer said she has spotted another hur-
dle: Principals are sometimes less inclined to
put older adults on their teaching staff be-
cause they won’t be as easy to supervise as a
22-year-old college graduate.

Amy Harris is 26, younger than many of
the other teachers who started in a different
profession. She gave up a job at a brokerage
firm in Minneapolis to lead 27 fifth-graders
at Loudoun’s Cool Spring Elementary
School. Although she didn’t take much of a
pay cut to become a teacher, she eventually
would have earned far more if she’d stayed in
financial services.

She acknowledges that she second-guesses
her decision once a month, when she writes
a check to pay down $25,000 in debt from
graduate school loans. But she is energized
by her students. ‘‘I really enjoy their wit and
their cleverness,’’ she said.

Richardson’s journey toward teaching
began last year, when her mother was dying.
She came to live with Richardson for the
last four months of her life, during which
mother and daughter had many soul-search-
ing talks about careers, family and, above
all, happiness.

‘‘She said, ‘Look, you’ve got about 20 years
[of working] left—you need to do what you
think is important and what you want to
do.’ ’’ Richardson recalled.

Richardson, whose husband is an archivist,
has put her two children on strict allowances
to reduce household expenses since she quit
her high-paying Labor Department job.

The worst of it, she said, is being viewed as
an inexperienced newcomer at age 46.

‘‘I worry that when I get done with this
program, I have to start over and sell myself
again,’’ she said. ‘‘If I get through this, they
should want me!’’

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I send
to the desk the legislation and ask for
its appropriate reference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (by request):
S. 1828. A bill to protect and provide

resources for the Social Security Sys-
tem, to reserve surpluses to protect,
strengthen and modernize the Medicare
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Program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

THE STRENGTHEN SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE ACT OF 1999

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
letter of transmittal from the White
House be printed in the RECORD, fol-
lowing the text of the bill.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1828
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Strengthen
Social Security and Medicare Act of 1999.’’
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that:
(1) The Social Security system is one of

the cornerstones of American national policy
and has allowed a generation of Americans
to retire with dignity. For 30 percent of all
senior citizens, Social Security benefits pro-
vide almost 90 percent of their retirement in-
come. For 66 percent of all senior citizens,
Social Security benefits provide over half of
their retirement income. Poverty rates
among the elderly are at the lowest level
since the United States began to keep pov-
erty statistics, due in large part to the So-
cial Security system. The Social Security
system, together with the additional protec-
tions afforded by the Medicare system, have
been an outstanding success for past and cur-
rent retirees and must be preserved for fu-
ture retirees.

(2) The long-term solvency of the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds is not as-
sured. There is an estimated long-range ac-
tuarial deficit in the Social Security trust
funds. According to the 1999 report of the
Board of Trustees of the Social Security
trust funds, the accumulated balances in the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are currently projected to
become unable to pay benefits in full on a
timely basis starting in 2034. The Medicare
system faces more immediate financial
shortfalls, with the Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund projected to become exhausted in 2015.

(3) In addition to preserving Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, the Congress and the
President have a responsibility to future
generations to reduce the Federal debt held
by the public. Significant debt reduction will
contribute to the economy and improve the
Government’s ability to fulfill its respon-
sibilities and to face future challenges, in-
cluding preserving and strengthening Social
Security and Medicare.

(4) The Federal Government is now in
sound financial condition. The Federal budg-
et is projected to generate significant sur-
pluses. In fiscal years 1998 and 1999, there
were unified budget surpluses—the first con-
secutive surpluses in more than 40 years.
Over the next 15 years, the Government
projects the on-budget surplus, which ex-
cludes Social Security, to total $2.9 trillion.
The unified budget surplus (including Social
Security) is projected by the Government to
total $5.9 trillion over the next 15 years.

(5) The surplus, excluding Social Security,
offers an unparalleled opportunity to: pre-
serve Social Security; protect, strengthen,
and modernize Medicare; and significantly
reduce the Federal debt held by the public,
for the future benefit of all Americans.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to protect the Social Security surplus for
debt reduction, to extend the solvency of So-

cial Security, and to set aside a reserve to be
used to protect, strengthen, and modernize
Medicare.
SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS TO FED-

ERAL OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS IN-
SURANCE TRUST FUND AND FED-
ERAL DISABILITY INSURANCE
TRUST FUND.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to assure that the interest savings on the
debt held by the public achieved as a result
of Social Security surpluses from 2000 to 2015
are dedicated to Social Security solvency.

(b) ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION TO TRUST
FUNDS.—Section 201 of the Social Security
Act is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(n) ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION TO TRUST
FUNDS.

‘‘(1) In addition to the amounts appro-
priated to the Trust Funds under subsections
(a) and (b), there is hereby appropriated to
the Trust Funds, out of any moneys in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated—

‘‘(A) for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2011, and for each fiscal year thereafter
through the fiscal year ending September 30,
2016, an amount equal to the prescribed
amount for the fiscal year; and

‘‘(B) for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2017, and for each fiscal year thereafter
through the fiscal year ending September 30,
2044, and amount equal to the prescribed
amount for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2016.

‘‘(2) The amount appropriated by para-
graph (1) in fiscal year shall be transferred in
equal monthly installments.

‘‘(3) The amount appropriated by para-
graph (1) in each fiscal year shall be allo-
cated between the Trust Funds in the same
proportion as the taxes imposed by chapter
21 (other than sections 3101(b) and 3111(b)) of
Title 26 with respect to wages (as defined in
section 3121 of Title 26) reported to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or his delegate pursu-
ant to subtitle F of Title 26, and the taxes
imposed by chapter 2 (other than section
1401(b)) of Title 26 with respect to self-em-
ployment income (as defined in section 1402
of Title 26) reported to the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate pursuant to subtitle
F of Title 26, are allocated between the Trust
Funds in the calendar year that begins in the
fiscal year.

‘‘(4) For purposes of this subsection, the
‘‘prescribed amount’’ for any fiscal year
shall be determined by multiplying:

‘‘(a) the excess of:
‘‘(i) the sum of:
‘‘(I) the face amount of all obligations of

the United States held by the Trust Funds
on the last day of the fiscal year imme-
diately preceding the fiscal year of deter-
mination purchased with amounts appro-
priated or credited to the Trust Funds other
than any amount appropriated under para-
graph (1); and

‘‘(II) the sum of the amounts appropriated
under paragraph (1) and transferred under
paragraph (2) through the last day of the fis-
cal year immediately preceding the fiscal
year of determination, and an amount equal
to the interest that would have been earned
thereon had those amounts been invested in
obligations of the United States issued di-
rectly to the Trust Funds under subsections
(d) and (f)

‘‘over—
‘‘(ii) the face amount of all obligations of

the United Sates held by the Trust Funds on
September 30, 1999,

‘‘times—
‘‘(B) a rate of interest determined by the

Secretary of the Treasury, at the beginning
of the fiscal year of determination, as fol-
lows:

‘‘(i) if there are any marketable interest-
bearing obligations of the United States then
forming a part of the pubic debt, a rate of in-
terest determined by taking into consider-
ation the average market yield (computed on
the basis of daily closing market bid
quotations or prices during the calendar
month immediately preceding the deter-
mination of the rate of interest) on such ob-
ligations; and

‘‘(ii) if there are no marketable interest-
bearing obligations of the United States then
forming a part of the public debt, a rate of
interest determined to be the best approxi-
mation of the rate of interest described in
clause (i), taking into consideration the av-
erage market yield (computed on the basis of
daily closing market bid quotations or prices
during the calendar month immediately pre-
ceding the determination of the rate of inter-
est) on investment grade corporate obliga-
tions selected by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, less an adjustment made by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to take into account
the difference between the yields on cor-
porate obligations comparable to the obliga-
tions selected by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and yields on obligations of comparable
maturities issued by risk-free government
issuers selected by the Secretary of the
Treasury.’’.
SEC. 4. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-

PLUSES.
(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL

SECURITY SURPLUSES.—Section 312 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL
SECURITY SURPLUSES.—

‘‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year.

‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—It shall not
be in order in the House of Representatives
or the Senate to consider any bill, joint reso-
lution, amendment, motion, or conference
report if—

‘‘(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

‘‘(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

‘‘(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report,

would cause or increase an on-budget deficit
for any fiscal year.

‘‘(3) BUDGET RESOLUTION BASELINE.—(A) For
purposes of this section, ‘‘set forth an on-
budget deficit’’, with respect to a budget res-
olution, means the resolution set forth an
on-budget deficit for a fiscal year and the
baseline budget project of the surplus or def-
icit for such fiscal year on which such reso-
lution is based projects an on-budget surplus,
on-budget balance, or an on-budget deficit
that is less than the deficit set forth in the
resolution.

‘‘(B) For purposes of this section, ‘‘cause or
increase an on-budget deficit’’ with respect
to legislation means causes or increases an
on-budget deficit relative to the baseline
budget project.

‘‘(C) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘baseline budget projection’’ means the pro-
jection described in section 257 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 of current year levels of outlays,
receipts, and the surplus or deficit into the
budget year and future years, except that—

‘‘(i) if outlays for programs subject to dis-
cretionary appropriations are subject to dis-
cretionary statutory spending limits, such
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outlays shall be projected at the level of any
applicable current adjusted statutory discre-
tionary spending limits;

‘‘(ii) if outlays for programs subject to dis-
cretionary appropriations are not subject to
discretionary spending limits, such outlays
shall be projected as required by section 257
beginning in the first fiscal year following
the last fiscal year in which such limits ap-
plied; and

‘‘(iii) with respect to direct spending or re-
ceipts legislation previously enacted during
the current calendar year and after the most
recent baseline estimate pursuant to section
257 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1995, the net extent (if
any) by which all such legislation is more
than fully paid for in one of the applicable
time periods shall count as a credit for that
time period against increases in direct
spending or reductions in net revenue.’’.

(b) CONTENT OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET.—Section 301(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by re-
designating paragraphs (6) and (7) as para-
graphs (7) and (8), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (5) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(6) the receipts, outlays, and surplus or
deficit in the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, combined, es-
tablished by title II of the Social Security
Act;’’.

(c) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—
(1) Section 904(c)(1) of the Congressional

Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
‘‘312(g),’’ after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’.

(2) Section 904(d)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
‘‘312(g),’’ after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’.
SEC. 5. PROTECTION OF MEDICARE.

(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT MEDI-
CARE.—

(1) Section 301 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(j) POINT OF ORDER TO PROTECT MEDI-
CARE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on the resolution) that would
decrease the on-budget surplus for the total
of the period of fiscal years 2000 through 2009
below the level of the Medicare surplus re-
serve for those fiscal years as calculated in
accordance with section 3(11).

‘‘(2) INAPPLICABILITY.—This subsection
shall not apply to legislation that—

‘‘(A) appropriates a portion of the Medicare
reserve for new amounts for prescription
drug benefits under the Medicare program as
part of or subsequent to legislation extend-
ing the solvency of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund; or

‘‘(B) appropriates new amounts from the
general fund to the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund.’’.

(2) Section 311(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(4) ENFORCEMENT OF THE MEDICARE SUR-
PLUS RESERVE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order
in the House of Representatives or the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
that together with associated interest costs
would decrease the on-budget surplus for the
total of the period of fiscal years 2000
through 2009 below the level of the Medicare
surplus reserve for those fiscal years as cal-
culated in accordance with section 3(11).

‘‘(B) INAPPLICABILITY.—This paragraph
shall not apply to legislation that—

‘‘(i) appropriates a portion of the Medicare
reserve for new amounts for prescription
drug benefits under the Medicare program as
part of or subsequent to legislation extend-
ing the solvency of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund; or

‘‘(ii) appropriates new amounts from the
general fund to the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund.’’.

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 3 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(11) The term ‘Medicare surplus reserve’
means one-third of any on-budget surplus for
the total of the period of the fiscal years 2000
through 2009, as estimated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office in the most recent ini-
tial report for a fiscal year pursuant to sec-
tion 202(e).’’.

(c) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—
(1) Section 904(c)(2) of the Congressional

Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
‘‘301(j),’’ after ‘‘301(i),’’.

(2) Section 904(d)(3) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
‘‘301(j),’’ after ‘‘301(i),’’.
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF DISCRETIONARY SPEND-

ING LIMITS.
(a) EXTENSION OF LIMITS.—Section 251(b)(2)

of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 is amended, in the
matter before paragraph (A), by deleting
‘‘2002’’, and inserting ‘‘2014’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF AMOUNTS.—Section 251(c)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 is amended by strik-
ing paragraphs (4), (5), (6) and (7), and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(4) With respect to fiscal year 2000,
‘‘(A) for the discretionary category:

$535,368,000,000 in new budget authority and
$543,257,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(B) for the highway category:
$24,574,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(C) for the mass transit category:
$4,117,000,000 in outlays; and

‘‘(D) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $4,500,000,000 in new budget authority
and $5,564,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(5) With respect to fiscal year 2001,
‘‘(A) for the discretionary category:

$573,004,000,000 in new budget authority and
$564,931,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(B) for the highway category:
$26,234,000,000 in outlays; and

‘‘(C) for the mass transit category:
$4,888,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(6) With respect to fiscal year 2002,
‘‘(A) for the discretionary category:

$584,754,000,000 in new budget authority and
$582,516,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(B) for the highway category:
$26,655,000,000 in outlays; and

‘‘(C) for the mass transit category:
$5,384,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(7) With respect to fiscal year 2003,
‘‘(A) for the discretionary category:

$590,800,000,000 in new budget authority and
$587,642,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(B) for the highway category:
$27,041,000,000 in outlays; and

‘‘(C) for the mass transit category:
$6,124,000,000 in outlays;

‘‘(8) With respect to fiscal year 2004, for the
discretionary category: $604,319,000,000 in new
budget authority and $634,039,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘‘(9) With respect to fiscal year 2005, for the
discretionary category: $616,496,000,000 in new
budget authority and $653,530,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘‘(10) With respect to fiscal year 2006, for
the discretionary category: $630,722,000,000 in
new budget authority and $671,530,000,000 in
outlays;

‘‘(11) With respect to fiscal year 2007, for
the discretionary category: $644,525,000,000 in

new budget authority and $687,532,000,000 in
outlays;

‘‘(12) With respect to fiscal year 2008, for
the discretionary category: $663,611,000,000 in
new budget authority and $704,534,000,000 in
outlays; and

‘‘(13) With respect to fiscal year 2009, for
the discretionary category: $678,019,000,000 in
new budget authority and $721,215,000,000 in
outlays, ‘‘as adjusted in strict conformance
with subsection (b).

‘‘With respect to fiscal year 2010 and each
fiscal year thereafter, the term ‘‘discre-
tionary spending limit’’ means, for the dis-
cretionary category, the baseline amount
calculated pursuant to the requirements of
Section 257(c), as adjusted in strict conform-
ance with subsection (b).’’.
SEC. 7. EXTENSION AND CLARIFICATION OF PAY-

AS-YOU-GO REQUIREMENT.
Section 252 of the Balanced Budget And

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended—

(a) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘October
1, 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2014’’ and
by adding ‘‘or decreases the surplus’’ after
‘‘increases the deficit’’;

(b)(1) in paragraph (1) of subsection (b), by
striking ‘‘October 1, 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘Oc-
tober 1, 2014’’ and by adding ‘‘or any net sur-
plus decrease’’ after ‘‘any net deficit in-
crease’’;

(2) in paragraph (2) of subsection (b),
(i) in the header by adding ‘‘or surplus de-

crease’’ after ‘‘deficit increase’’;
(ii) in the matter before subparagraph (A),

by adding ‘‘or surplus’’ after ‘‘deficit’’; and
(iii) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or sur-

plus’’ after ‘‘net deficit’’; and
(3) in the header of subsection (c), by add-

ing ‘‘or surplus decrease’’ after ‘‘deficit in-
crease’’.
SEC. 8. EXTENSION OF BALANCED BUDGET AND

EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL
ACT.—

Section 275(b) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2002’
and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2014’’ and by
striking ‘‘September 30, 2006’’ and inserting
‘‘September 30, 2018’’.
SEC. 9. EXTENSION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FIRE-

WALL IN CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
ACT.—

Section 904(e) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘September
30, 2014’’.
SEC. 10. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY IN-

TEREST SAVINGS TRANSFERS.
(a) DEFINITION OF DEFICIT AND SURPLUS

UNDER BUDGET ENFORCEMENT ACT.—Section
250(c) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended in
paragraph (1) by adding ‘‘ ‘surplus’,’’ before
‘‘and ‘deficit’ ’’.

(b) REDUCTION OR REVERSAL OF SOCIAL SE-
CURITY TRANSFERS NOT TO BE COUNTED AS
PAY-AS-YOU-GO OFFSET.—Any legislation
that would reduce, reverse or repeal the
transfers to the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Disability Insurance Trust Fund made by
Section 201(n) of the Social Security Act, as
added by Section 3 of this Act, shall not be
counted on the pay-as-you-go scorecard and
shall not be included in any pay-as-you-go
estimates made by the Congressional Budget
Office or the Office of Management and
Budget under Section 252 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985.

(c) CONFORMING CHANGE.—Section 252 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 is amended, in paragraph
(4) of subsection (d), by—

(1) striking ‘‘and’’ after subparagraph (A),
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(2) striking the period after the subpara-

graph (B) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and
(3) adding the following:
‘‘(C) provisions that reduce, reverse or re-

peal transfers under Section 201(n) of the So-
cial Security Act.’’.
SEC. 11. CONFORMING CHANGES.

(a) REPORTS.—Section 254 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) of subsection (c)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘or sur-

plus’’ after ‘‘deficit’’;
(B) in subparagraph (B), by adding ‘‘or sur-

plus’’ after ‘‘deficit’’; and
(C) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or sur-

plus decrease’’ after ‘‘deficit increase’’;
(2) in paragraph (4) of subsection (f), by

adding ‘‘or surplus’’ after ‘‘deficit’’; and
(3) in subparagraph A of paragraph (2) of

subsection (f), by striking ‘‘2002’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2009’’.

(b) ORDERS.—Section 258A(a) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 is amended in the first sentence
by adding ‘‘or increase the surplus’’ after
‘‘deficit’’.

(c) PROCESS.—Section 258(C)(a) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by adding ‘‘or surplus
increase’’ after ‘‘deficit reduction’’;

(2) in paragraph (3), by adding ‘‘or increase
in the surplus’’ after ‘‘reduction in the def-
icit’’; and

(3) in paragraph (4), by adding ‘‘or surplus
increase’’ after ‘‘deficit reduction’’.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY,

October 26, 1999.
To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith for your imme-
diate consideration a legislative pro-
posal entitled the ‘‘Strengthen Social
Security and Medicare Act of 1999.’’

The Social Security system is one of
the cornerstones of American national
policy and together with the additional
protections afforded by the Medicare
system, has helped provide retirement
security for millions of Americans over
the last 60 years. However, the long-
term solvency of the Social Security
and Medicare trust funds is not guaran-
teed. The Social Security trust fund is
currently expected to become insolvent
starting in 2034 as the number of re-
tired workers doubles. The Medicare
system also faces significant financial
shortfalls, with the Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund projected to become ex-
hausted in 2015. We need to take addi-
tional steps to strengthen Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for future genera-
tions of Americans.

In addition to preserving Social Se-
curity and Medicare, the Congress and
the President have a responsibility to
future generations to reduce the debt
held by the public. Paying down the
debt will produce substantial interest
savings, and this legislation proposes
to devote these entirely to Social Secu-
rity after 2010. At the same time, by
contributing to the growth of the over-
all economy debt reduction will im-
prove the Government’s ability to ful-
fill its responsibilities and to face fu-
ture challenges, including preserving
and strengthening Social Security and
Medicare.

The enclosed bill would help achieve
these goals by devoting the entire So-
cial Security surpluses to debt reduc-
tion, extending the solvency of Social
Security to 2050, protecting Social Se-
curity and Medicare funds in the budg-
et process, reserving one-third of the
non-Social Security surplus to
strengthen and modernize Medicare,
and paying down the debt by 2015. It is
clear and straightforward legislation
that would strengthen and preserve So-
cial Security and Medicare for our chil-
dren and grandchildren. The bill would:

Extend the life of Social Security
from 2034 to 2050 by reinvesting the in-
terest savings from the debt reduction
resulting from Social Security sur-
pluses.

Establish a Medicare surplus reserve
equal to one-third of any on-budget
surplus for the total of the period of
fiscal years 2000 through 2009 to
strengthen and modernize Medicare.

Add a further protection for Social
Security and Medicare by extending
the budget enforcement rules that have
provided the foundation for our fiscal
discipline, including the discretionary
caps and pay-as-you-go budget rules.

I urge the prompt and favorable con-
sideration of this proposal.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 26, 1999.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 345

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) and the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. REID) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 345, a bill to amend the
Animal Welfare Act to remove the lim-
itation that permits interstate move-
ment of live birds, for the purpose of
fighting, to States in which animal
fighting is lawful.

S. 391

At the request of Mr. KERREY, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 391, a bill to provide for pay-
ments to children’s hospitals that oper-
ate graduate medical education pro-
grams.

S. 505

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 505, a bill to give gifted and tal-
ented students the opportunity to de-
velop their capabilities.

S. 607

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
607, a bill reauthorize and amend the
National Geologic Mapping Act of 1992.

S. 909

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 909, a bill to provide for the re-
view and classification of physician as-
sistant positions in the Federal Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes.

S. 961

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 961, a bill to amend the
Consolidated Farm And Rural Develop-
ment Act to improve shared apprecia-
tion arrangements.

S. 978

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 978, a bill to specify that
the legal public holiday known as
Washington’s Birthday be called by
that name.

S. 1020

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON), the Senator from
Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. REID), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. WARNER)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1020, a
bill to amend chapter 1 of title 9,
United States Code, to provide for
greater fairness in the arbitration
process relating to motor vehicle fran-
chise contracts.

S. 1099

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1099, a bill to establish a mechanism
for using the duties imposed on prod-
ucts of countries that fail to comply
with WTO dispute resolution decision
to provide relief to injured domestic
producers.

S. 1109

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. SARBANES) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1109, a bill to conserve
global bear populations by prohibiting
the importation, exportation, and
interstate trade of bear viscera and
items, products, or substances con-
taining, or labeled or advertised as con-
taining, bear viscera, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1131

At the request of Mr. EDWARDS, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1131, a bill to promote re-
search into, and the development of an
ultimate cure for, the disease known as
Fragile X.

S. 1158

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,
the name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1158, a bill to allow the recovery
of attorney’s fees and costs by certain
employers and labor organizations who
are prevailing parties in proceedings
brought against them by the National
Labor Relations Board or by the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration.

S. 1159

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1159, a bill to provide
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grants and contracts to local edu-
cational agencies to initiate, expand,
and improve physical education pro-
grams for all kindergarten through
12th grade students.

S. 1185

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1185, a bill to provide small busi-
ness certain protections from litigation
excesses and to limit the product li-
ability of non-manufacturer product
sellers.

S. 1211

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1211, a bill to amend the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Act to au-
thorize additional measures to carry
out the control of salinity upstream of
Imperial Dam in a cost-effective man-
ner.

S. 1232

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1232, a bill to provide for the correc-
tion of retirement coverage errors
under chapters 83 and 84 of title 5,
United States Code.

S. 1364

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. KERREY) and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1364, a bill to amend
title IV of the Social Security Act to
increase public awareness regarding
the benefits of lasting and stable mar-
riages and community involvement in
the promotion of marriage and father-
hood issues, to provide greater flexi-
bility in the Welfare-to-Work grant
program for long-term welfare recipi-
ents and low income custodial and non-
custodial parents, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1384

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL) and the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. EDWARDS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1384, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to provide for a national folic acid edu-
cation program to prevent birth de-
fects, and for other purposes.

S. 1442

At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1442, a bill to provide for the profes-
sional development of elementary and
secondary school teachers.

S. 1453

At the request of Mr. FRIST, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1453, a bill to facilitate relief
efforts and a comprehensive solution to
the war in Sudan.

S. 1487

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from New York

(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1487, a bill to provide for ex-
cellence in economic education, and for
other purposes.

S. 1528

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD), and the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1528, a bill to amend
the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 to clarify liability under
that Act for certain recycling trans-
actions.

S. 1547

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1547, a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to require the
Federal Communications Commission
to preserve low-power television sta-
tions that provide community broad-
casting, and for other purposes.

S. 1619

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator from Flor-
ida (Mr. MACK), and the Senator from
Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1619, a bill to amend
the Trade Act of 1974 to provide for
periodic revision of retaliation lists or
other remedial action implemented
under section 306 of such Act.

S. 1673

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1673, a bill to amend ti-
tles 10 and 18, United States Code, to
protect unborn victims of violence.

S. 1718

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
names of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), and the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1718, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to provide a credit for medical re-
search related to developing vaccines
against widespread diseases.

S. 1729

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1729, a
bill to amend the National Trails Sys-
tem Act to clarify Federal authority
relating to land acquisition from will-
ing sellers for the majority of the
trails, and for other purposes.

S. 1745

At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Washington (Mrs.
MURRAY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1745, a bill to establish and expand
child opportunity zone family centers
in elementary schools and secondary
schools, and for other purposes.

S. 1771

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.

1771, a bill to provide stability in the
United States agriculture sector and to
promote adequate availability of food
and medicine for humanitarian assist-
ance abroad by requiring congressional
approval before the imposition of any
unilateral agricultural medical sanc-
tion against a foreign country or for-
eign entity.

S. 1791

At the request of Mr. ROBB, his name
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1791, a
bill to authorize the Librarian of Con-
gress to purchase papers of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Junior, from Dr. King’s
estate.

S. 1810

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1810, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to clarify and im-
prove veterans’ claims and appellate
procedures.

S. 1813

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1813, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to provide
additional support for and to expand
clinical research programs, and for
other purposes.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 32, a
concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of Congress regarding the guar-
anteed coverage of chiropractic serv-
ices under the Medicare+Choice pro-
gram.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 60

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 60, a
concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of Congress that a commemora-
tive postage stamp should be issued in
honor of the U.S.S. Wisconsin and all
those who served aboard her.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 61

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT), and the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) were added as
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 61, a concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress re-
garding a continued United States se-
curity presence in Panama and a re-
view of the contract bidding process for
the Balboa and Cristobal port facilities
on each end of the Panama Canal.

SENATE RESOLUTION 118

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
ROTH) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 118, a resolution desig-
nating December 12, 1999, as ‘‘National
Children’s Memorial Day.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 185

At the request of Mr. MACK, his name
was added as a cosponsor of Senate
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Resolution 185, a resolution recog-
nizing and commending the personnel
of Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, for
their participation and efforts in sup-
port of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization’s (NATO) Operation Allied
Force in the Balkan Region.

SENATE RESOLUTION 196

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND), the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL), and the Senator
from Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 196, a
resolution commending the submarine
force of the United States Navy on the
100th anniversary of the force.

SENATE RESOLUTION 204

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 204, a resolution designating the
week beginning November 21, 1999, and
the week beginning on November 19,
2000, as ‘‘National Family Week,’’ and
for other purposes.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 208—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE REGARDING UNITED
STATES POLICY TOWARD THE
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY OR-
GANIZATION AND THE EURO-
PEAN UNION, IN LIGHT OF THE
ALLIANCE’S APRIL 1999 WASH-
INGTON SUMMIT AND THE EURO-
PEAN UNION’S JUNE 1999 CO-
LOGNE SUMMIT

Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KYL, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and
Mr. HELMS) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. RES. 208

Whereas NATO is the only military alli-
ance with both real defense capabilities and
a transatlantic membership;

Whereas NATO is the only institution that
promotes a uniquely transatlantic perspec-
tive and approach to issues concerning the
security of North America and Europe;

Whereas NATO’s military force structure,
defense planning, command structures, and
force goals must be sufficient for the collec-
tive self-defense of its members, capable of
projecting power when the security of a
NATO member is threatened, and provide a
basis for ad hoc coalitions of willing partners
among NATO members to defend common
values and interests;

Whereas these requirements dictate that
European NATO members possess national
military capabilities to rapidly deploy forces
over long distances, sustain operations for
extended periods of time, and operate jointly
with the United States in high-intensity con-
flicts;

Whereas NATO’s military operations
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro) in 1999 highlighted
(1) the significant shortcomings of European
allies in command, control, communication,
and intelligence resources; combat aircraft;
precision-guided munitions; airlift;
deployability; and logistics; and (2) the over-
all imbalance between United States and Eu-
ropean defense capabilities;

Whereas this imbalance in United States
and European NATO defense capabilities un-
dercuts the Alliance’s goal of equitable
transatlantic burden-sharing;

Whereas NATO has undertaken great ef-
forts to facilitate the emergence of a strong-
er European pillar within NATO through the
European Security and Defense Identity, in-
cluding the identification of NATO’s Deputy
Supreme Allied Commander as the com-
mander of operations led by the Western Eu-
ropean Union (WEU); the creation of a NATO
Headquarters for WEU-led operations; and
the establishment of close linkages between
NATO and the WEU, including planning, ex-
ercises, and regular consultations;

Whereas in promulgating NATO’s Defense
Capabilities Initiative Alliance members
committed themselves to improving their re-
spective forces in five areas: (1) effective en-
gagement; (2) deployability and mobility; (3)
sustainability and logistics; (4) survivability;
and (5) command, control and communica-
tions.

Whereas on June 3, 1999, the European
Union, in the course of its Cologne Summit,
agreed to absorb the functions and struc-
tures of the Western European Union, includ-
ing its command structures and military
forces, and established within it the post of
High Representative for Common Foreign
and Security Policy; and

Whereas the European Union’s decisions at
its June 3, 1999 Cologne Summit indicate a
new determination of its member states to
develop a European Security and Defense
Identity with strengthened defense capabili-
ties to address regional conflicts and crisis
management: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved,
SECTION 1. UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD

NATO.
(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate—
(1) believes NATO should remain the pri-

mary institution through which European
and North American allies address security
issues of transatlantic concern;

(2) believes all NATO members should com-
mit to improving their respective defense ca-
pabilities so that NATO can project power
decisively with equitable burden-sharing;

(3) endorses NATO’s decision to launch the
Defense Capabilities Initiative, which is in-
tended to improve the defense capabilities of
the European Allies, particularly the
deployability, mobility, sustainability, and
interoperability of these European forces;

(4) acknowledges the resolve of the Euro-
pean Union to have the capacity for autono-
mous action so that it can take decisions
and approve military action where the Alli-
ance as a whole is not engaged; and

(5) calls upon the member states of NATO
and the European Union to promulgate to-
gether during their respective meetings,
ministerials, and summits in the course of
1999 principles that will strengthen the
transatlantic partnership, reinforce unity
within NATO, and harmonize their roles in
transatlantic affairs.

(b) FURTHER SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is
further the sense of the Senate that—

(1) on matters of trans-Atlantic concern
the European Union should make clear that
it would undertake an autonomous mission
through its European Security and Defense
Identity only after the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization had been offered the oppor-
tunity to undertake that mission but had re-
ferred it to the European Union for action;

(2) improved European military capabili-
ties, not new institutions outside of the Alli-
ance, are the key to a vibrant and more in-
fluential European Security and Defense
Identity within NATO;

(3) failure of the European allies of the
United States to achieve the goals estab-
lished through the Defense Capabilities Ini-

tiative would weaken support for the Alli-
ance in the United States;

(4) the President, the Secretary of State,
and the Secretary of Defense should fully use
their offices to encourage the NATO allies of
the United States to commit the resources
necessary to upgrade their capabilities to
rapidly deploy forces over long distances,
sustain operations for extended periods of
time, and operate jointly with the United
States in high-intensity conflicts, thus mak-
ing them effective partners of the United
States in supporting mutual interests;

(5) the European Union must implement its
Cologne Summit decisions concerning its
Common Foreign and Security Policy in a
manner that will ensure that non-WEU
NATO allies, including Canada, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Iceland, Nor-
way, Poland, Turkey, and the United States,
will not be discriminated against, but will be
fully involved when the European Union ad-
dresses issues affecting their security inter-
ests;

(6) the European Union’s implementation
of the Cologne Summit decisions should not
promote a strategic perspective on trans-
atlantic security issues that conflicts with
that promoted by the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization;

(7) the European Union’s implementation
of its Cologne Summit decisions should not
promote unnecessary duplication of the re-
sources and capabilities provided by NATO;
and

(8) the European Union’s implementation
of its Cologne Summit decisions should not
promote a decline in the military resources
that European allies contribute to NATO,
but should instead promote the complete ful-
fillment of their respective force commit-
ments to the Alliance.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce, with Senator ROTH,
Senator LUGAR and other colleagues, a
resolution that attempts to clarify the
relationship between the European
Union’s new European Security and
Defense Identify, popularly known by
its acronym ESDI, and the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization.

Mr. President, as my colleagues will
remember, ESDI has been gathering
momentum since last December’s
meeting in St. Malo, France between
French President Chirac and British
Prime Minister Blair. It is part of the
European Union’s Common Foreign
and Security Policy, which the EU sees
as essential to its development as ‘‘an
ever closer union.’’

ESDI was discussed in the commu-
nique of the April 1999 NATO Wash-
ington Summit, and it was elaborated
on in the communique of the June 1999
EU Cologne Summit.

Let me say up front that I believe
that ESDI—if it is developed in proper
coordination with NATO—can serve
the national interest of the United
States by becoming a valuable vehicle
for strengthening the European mili-
tary contribution to NATO. Put an-
other way, ESDI, if handled correctly,
can at long last create more equitable
burden-sharing between our European
NATO allies and the United States.

NATO must and will remain the pre-
eminent organization to defend the ter-
ritory of the North Atlantic area
against all external threats, as envi-
sioned in Article 5 of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty of April 4, 1949 and restated
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on April 30, 1998 by the United States
Senate in its Resolution of Ratification
of the enlargement of the Alliance to
include Poland, the Czech Republic,
and Hungary.

NATO may also, pursuant to Article
4 of the North Atlantic Treaty, on a
case-by-case basis, engage in other
missions when there is consensus
among its members that there is a
threat to the security and interests of
NATO members. These missions have
become known as non-Article 5 mis-
sions and were also reaffirmed by the
Senate in the April 30, 1998 Resolution
of Ratification of NATO enlargement.

ESDI’s field of action should be re-
stricted to those non-Article 5 missions
in which NATO as an organization does
not wish to involve itself. In practice,
Mr. President, this would mean that at
some future date if the need for mili-
tary action arose in non-NATO Europe
and the United States did not wish to
become involved, the European Union
could undertake the effort, utilizing, in
part, NATO assets.

Mr. President, I believe that such a
situation with a rejuvenated European
pillar of the alliance could free up
forces of this country for possible ac-
tion elsewhere.

Let me emphasize, however, that in
order for ESDI to accomplish both the
goals of the European Union and of
NATO, it must be clearly designed in a
way that gives NATO the ‘‘right of first
refusal’’ on non-Article 5 missions. To
repeat—if NATO would not wish to be-
come involved, then the European
Union would have the option of leading
the mission.

In addition, Mr. President, we must
be sure that ESDI does not duplicate
resources or discriminate against non-
EU European NATO members (Norway,
Turkey, Iceland, Poland, Czech Repub-
lic, and Hungary).

Mr. President, in my opinion the big-
gest danger is that ESDI could be con-
structed as an alternative to NATO for
non-Article 5 missions. If this would
happen, it could lead to an estrange-
ment of the United States from its Eu-
ropean allies.

Unfortunately, the June 1999 Cologne
EU Summit communique subtly modi-
fied the language of the April 1999
Washington NATO Summit commu-
nique in the direction of ESDI as an
autonomous EU military organ, using
NATO assets, without giving NATO
this necessary ‘‘right of first refusal’’
for non-Article 5 missions.

The European Union is currently in-
volved in internal negotiations on a
further elaboration of ESDI at the De-
cember EU Summit in Helsinki. The
Sense of the Senate resolution that we
are introducing serves as a clear mes-
sage to our friends in the European
Union that while we recognize their as-
pirations for a European Security and
Defense Identity, it must complement
NATO, not be in competition with, or
duplicative of it.

With that in mind, our Resolution
traces the development of ESDI, citing

both the Washington NATO Summit
and the Cologne EU Summit. It
stresses that the Yugoslav air cam-
paign demonstrated the military short-
comings of the European allies and the
imbalance with the United States, both
of which the allies have pledged to ad-
dress through the NATO Defense Capa-
bilities Initiative.

The Resolution then expresses sev-
eral items that are the Sense of the
Senate.

NATO should remain the primary in-
stitution for security issues of trans-
Atlantic concern;

All NATO members should commit to
improving their defense capabilities so
that the Alliance can project power de-
cisively with equitable burden-sharing;

The Defense Capabilities Initiative
adopted at the Washington NATO Sum-
mit is specifically endorsed;

The resolve of the EU to have the ca-
pacity for autonomous action where
the Alliance as a whole is not engaged
is acknowledged;

The member states of NATO and the
EU should promulgate principles that
will strengthen the trans-Atlantic
partnership and reinforce unity within
NATO.

Then, Mr. President, cutting directly
to the heart of preventing ESDI’s be-
coming an alternative to NATO for
non-Article 5 missions, the Resolution
offers the Further Sense of the Senate
that ‘‘on matters of trans-Atlantic con-
cern the European Union should make
clear that it would undertake an au-
tonomous mission through its Euro-
pean Security and Defense Identity
only after the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization had been offered the op-
portunity to undertake that mission
but had referred it to the European
Union for action.’’

Further, and directly relevant to the
issue of more equitable burden-sharing,
the Resolution states the Sense of the
Senate that ‘‘failure of the European
allies of the United States to achieve
the goals established through the De-
fense Capabilities Initiative would
weaken support for the Alliance in the
United States.’’

Addressing the issue of non-discrimi-
nation by the EU against non-EU
NATO members, the Resolution states
the Sense of the Senate that ‘‘the Eu-
ropean Union must implement its Co-
logne Summit decisions concerning its
Common Foreign and Security Policy
in a manner that will ensure that non-
WEU NATO allies, including Canada,
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Hun-
gary, Iceland, Norway, Poland, Turkey,
and the United States, will not be dis-
criminated against, but will be fully in-
volved when the European Union ad-
dresses issues affecting their security
interests.’’

Finally, the Resolution expresses the
Sense of the Senate that the EU’s im-
plementation of its Cologne Summit
decisions should not promote a stra-
tegic perspective on trans-Atlantic se-
curity issues that conflicts with that
promoted by NATO and should not pro-

mote unnecessary duplication of the
resources and capabilities provided by
NATO.

Mr. President, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization remains the cor-
nerstone of our engagement with Eu-
rope. The resolution we have intro-
duced makes clear to our partners that
we support the European Union’s Euro-
pean Security and Defense Identity as
long as it is developed in a manner to
strengthen NATO, not weaken it.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 2345
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H.R. 434) to authorize a
new trade and investment policy for
sub-Sahara Africa; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 9 months
after the date of enactment of this section,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit a report to Congress regarding
the efficiency and effectiveness of Federal
and State coordination of unemployment
and retraining activities associated with the
following programs and legislation:

(1) trade adjustment assistance (including
NAFTA trade adjustment assistance) pro-
vided for under title II of the Trade Act of
1974;

(2) the Job Training Partnership Act;
(3) the Workforce Investment Act; and
(4) unemployment insurance.
(b) PERIOD COVERED.—The report shall

cover the activities involved in the programs
and legislation listed in subsection (a) from
January 1, 1994 to December 31, 1999.

(c) DATA AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—The re-
port shall at a minimum include specific
data and recommendations regarding—

(1) the compatibility of program require-
ments related to the employment and re-
training of dislocated workers in the United
States, with particular emphasis on the
trade adjustment assistance programs pro-
vided for under title II of the Trade Act of
1974;

(2) the compatibility of application proce-
dures related to the employment and re-
training of dislocated workers in the United
States;

(3) the capacity of these programs to assist
workers negatively impacted by foreign
trade and the transfer of production to other
countries, measured in terms of employment
and wages;

(4) the capacity of these programs to assist
secondary workers negatively impacted by
foreign trade and the transfer of production
to other countries, measured in terms of em-
ployment and wages;

(5) how the impact of foreign trade and the
transfer of production to other countries
would have changed the number of bene-
ficiaries covered under the trade adjustment
assistance program if the trade adjustment
assistance program covered secondary work-
ers in the United States; and

(6) the effectiveness of the programs de-
scribed in subsection (a) in achieving reem-
ployment of United States workers and
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maintaining wage levels of United States
workers who have been dislocated as a result
of foreign trade and the transfer of produc-
tion to other countries.

SANTORUM (AND BYRD)
AMENDMENT NO. 2346

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SANTORUM (for himself and Mr.

BYRD) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. MORATORIUM ON ANTIDUMPING AND

COUNTERVAILING DUTY AGREE-
MENTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Senate is deeply concerned that, in
connection with the World Trade Organiza-
tion (‘‘WTO’’) Ministerial meeting to be held
in Seattle, Washington, and the multilateral
trade negotiations expected to follow, a few
countries are seeking to circumvent the
agreed list of negotiating topics and reopen
debate over the WTO’s antidumping and
antisubsidy rules.

(2) Strong antidumping and antisubsidy
rules are a cornerstone of the liberal trade
policy of the United States and are essential
to the health of the manufacturing and farm
sectors in the United States.

(3) It has long been and remains the policy
of the United States to support its anti-
dumping and antisubsidy laws and to defend
those laws in international negotiations.

(4) The WTO antidumping and antisubsidy
rules concluded in the Uruguay Round have
scarcely been tested since they entered into
effect and certainly have not proved defec-
tive.

(5) Opening these rules to renegotiation
could only lead to weakening them, which
would in turn lead to even greater abuse of
the world’s open markets, particularly that
of the United States.

(6) Conversely, avoiding another divisive
fight over these rules is the best way to pro-
mote progress on the other, far more impor-
tant, issues facing WTO members.

(7) It is therefore essential that negotia-
tions on these antidumping and antisubsidy
matters not be reopened under the auspices
of the WTO or otherwise.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should—

(1) not participate in any international ne-
gotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
weakening changes to the current anti-
dumping and countervailing duty laws and
enforcement policies of the United States;
and

(3) enforce the antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws vigorously in all pending
and future cases.

SPECTER (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2347

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. HOL-

LINGS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr.
BYRD, and Mr. HELMS) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION
FOR DUMPED AND SUBSIDIZED MER-
CHANDISE

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Unfair For-

eign Competition Act of 1999’’.
SEC. ll02. PRIVATE ACTIONS FOR RELIEF FROM

UNFAIR FOREIGN COMPETITION.
(a) CLAYTON ACT.—Section 1(a) of the Clay-

ton Act (15 U.S.C. 12) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘section 801 of the Act of September 8,
1916, entitled ‘An Act to raise revenue, and
for other purposes’ (39 Stat. 798; 15 U.S.C.
72);’’ after ‘‘nineteen hundred and thirteen;’’.

(b) ACTION FOR DUMPING VIOLATIONS.—Sec-
tion 801 of the Act of September 8, 1916 (39
Stat. 798; 15 U.S.C. 72) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 801. IMPORTATION OR SALE OF ARTICLES

AT LESS THAN FOREIGN MARKET
VALUE OR CONSTRUCTED VALUE.

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—No person shall import
into, or sell within, the United States an ar-
ticle manufactured or produced in a foreign
country if—

‘‘(1) the article is imported or sold within
the United States at a United States price
that is less than the foreign market value or
constructed value of the article; and

‘‘(2) the importation or sale—
‘‘(A) causes or threatens to cause material

injury to industry or labor in the United
States; or

‘‘(B) prevents, in whole or in part, the es-
tablishment or modernization of any indus-
try in the United States.

‘‘(b) CIVIL ACTION.—An interested party
whose business or property is injured by rea-
son of an importation or sale of an article in
violation of this section may bring a civil ac-
tion in the Court of International Trade
against any person who—

‘‘(1) manufactures, produces, or exports the
article; or

‘‘(2) imports the article into the United
States if the person is related to the manu-
facturer or exporter of the article.

‘‘(c) RELIEF.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon an affirmative de-

termination by the Court of International
Trade in an action brought under subsection
(b), the court shall issue an order that in-
cludes a description of the subject article in
such detail as the court deems necessary and
shall—

‘‘(A) direct the Customs Service to assess
an antidumping duty on the article covered
by the determination in accordance with sec-
tion 736(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1673e); and

‘‘(B) require the deposit of estimated anti-
dumping duties pending liquidation of en-
tries of the article at the same time as esti-
mated normal customs duties on that article
are deposited.

‘‘(d) STANDARD OF PROOF.—
‘‘(1) PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE.—The

standard of proof in an action brought under
subsection (b) is a preponderance of the evi-
dence.

‘‘(2) SHIFT OF BURDEN OF PROOF.—Upon—
‘‘(A) a prima facie showing of the elements

set forth in subsection (a), or
‘‘(B) affirmative final determinations ad-

verse to the defendant that are made by the
administering authority and the United
States International Trade Commission
under section 735 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1673d) relating to imports of the arti-
cle in question for the country in which the
manufacturer of the article is located,

the burden of proof in an action brought
under subsection (b) shall be upon the de-
fendant.

‘‘(e) OTHER PARTIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever, in an action

brought under subsection (b), it appears to

the court that justice requires that other
parties be brought before the court, the
court may cause them to be summoned,
without regard to where they reside, and the
subpoenas to that end may be served and en-
forced in any judicial district of the United
States.

‘‘(2) SERVICE ON DISTRICT DIRECTOR OF CUS-
TOMS SERVICE.—A foreign manufacturer, pro-
ducer, or exporter that sells articles, or for
whom articles are sold by another party in
the United States, shall be treated as having
appointed the District Director of the United
States Customs Service for the port through
which the article that is the subject of the
action is commonly imported as the true and
lawful agent of the manufacturer, producer,
or exporter, and all lawful process may be
served on the District Director in any action
brought under subsection (b) against the
manufacturer, producer, or exporter.

‘‘(f) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(1) STATUTE OF LIMITATION.—An action

under subsection (b) shall be commenced not
later than 4 years after the date on which
the cause of action accrues.

‘‘(2) SUSPENSION.—The 4-year period pro-
vided for in paragraph (1) shall be
suspended—

‘‘(A) while there is pending an administra-
tive proceeding under subtitle B of title VII
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673 et
seq.) relating to the article that is the sub-
ject of the action or an appeal of a final de-
termination in such a proceeding; and

‘‘(B) for 1 year thereafter.
‘‘(g) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDER.—

If a defendant in an action brought under
subsection (b) fails to comply with any dis-
covery order or other order or decree of the
court, the court may—

‘‘(1) enjoin the further importation into, or
the sale or distribution within, the United
States by the defendant of articles that are
the same as, or similar to, the articles that
are alleged in the action to have been sold or
imported under the conditions described in
subsection (a) until such time as the defend-
ant complies with the order or decree; or

‘‘(2) take any other action authorized by
law or by the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure, including entering judgment for the
plaintiff.

‘‘(h) CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVILEGED STA-
TUS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the confidential or privileged
status accorded by law to any documents,
evidence, comments, or information shall be
maintained in any action brought under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—In an action brought
under subsection (b) the court may—

‘‘(A) examine, in camera, any confidential
or privileged material;

‘‘(B) accept depositions, documents, affida-
vits, or other evidence under seal; and

‘‘(C) disclose such material under such
terms and conditions as the court may order.

‘‘(i) EXPEDITION OF ACTION.—An action
brought under subsection (b) shall be ad-
vanced on the docket and expedited in every
way possible.

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the
terms ‘United States price’, ‘foreign market
value’, ‘constructed value’, ‘subsidy’, ‘inter-
ested party’, and ‘material injury’, have the
meanings given those terms under title VII
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et
seq.).

‘‘(k) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED
STATES.—The court shall permit the United
States to intervene in any action brought
under subsection (b) as a matter of right.
The United States shall have all the rights of
a party to such action.

‘‘(l) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.—An order by
a court under this section may be set aside
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by the President pursuant to section 203 of
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702).’’.

(c) ACTION FOR SUBSIDIES VIOLATIONS.—
Title VIII of the Act of September 8, 1916 (39
U.S.C. 798; 15 U.S.C. 71 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 807. IMPORTATION OR SALE OF SUB-

SIDIZED ARTICLES.
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—No person shall import

into, or sell within, the United States an ar-
ticle manufactured or produced in a foreign
country if—

‘‘(1) the foreign country, any person who is
a citizen or national of the foreign country,
or a corporation, association, or other orga-
nization organized in the foreign country, is
providing (directly or indirectly) a subsidy
with respect to the manufacture, production,
or exportation of the article; and

‘‘(2) the importation or sale—
‘‘(A) causes or threatens to cause material

injury to industry or labor in the United
States; or

‘‘(B) prevents, in whole or in part, the es-
tablishment or modernization of any indus-
try in the United States.

‘‘(b) CIVIL ACTION.—An interested party
whose business or property is injured by rea-
son of the importation or sale of an article in
violation of this section may bring a civil ac-
tion in the Court of International Trade
against any person who—

‘‘(1) manufactures, produces, or exports the
article; or

‘‘(2) imports the article into the United
States if the person is related to the manu-
facturer, producer, or exporter of the article.

‘‘(c) RELIEF.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon an affirmative de-

termination by the Court of International
Trade in an action brought under subsection
(b), the court shall issue an order that in-
cludes a description of the subject article in
such detail as the court deems necessary and
shall—

‘‘(A) direct the Customs Service to assess a
countervailing duty on the article covered
by the determination in accordance with sec-
tion 706(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1671e); and

‘‘(B) require the deposit of estimated coun-
tervailing duties pending liquidation of en-
tries of the article at the same time as esti-
mated normal customs duties on that article
are deposited.

‘‘(d) STANDARD OF PROOF.—
‘‘(1) PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE.—The

standard of proof in an action filed under
subsection (b) is a preponderance of the evi-
dence.

‘‘(2) SHIFT OF BURDEN OF PROOF.—Upon—
‘‘(A) a prima facie showing of the elements

set forth in subsection (a), or
‘‘(B) affirmative final determinations ad-

verse to the defendant that are made by the
administering authority and the United
States International Trade Commission
under section 705 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1671d) relating to imports of the arti-
cle in question from the country in which
the manufacturer of the article is located,
the burden of proof in an action brought
under subsection (b) shall be upon the de-
fendant.

‘‘(e) OTHER PARTIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever, in an action

brought under subsection (b), it appears to
the court that justice requires that other
parties be brought before the court, the
court may cause them to be summoned,
without regard to where they reside, and the
subpoenas to that end may be served and en-
forced in any judicial district of the United
States.

‘‘(2) SERVICE ON DISTRICT DIRECTOR OF CUS-
TOMS SERVICE.—A foreign manufacturer, pro-
ducer, or exporter that sells articles, or for

which articles are sold by another party in
the United States, shall be treated as having
appointed the District Director of the United
States Customs Service for the port through
which the article that is the subject of the
action is commonly imported as the true and
lawful agent of the manufacturer, producer,
or exporter, and all lawful process may be
served on the District Director in any action
brought under subsection (b) against the
manufacturer, producer, or exporter.

‘‘(f) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(1) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—An action

under subsection (b) shall be commenced not
later than 4 years after the date on which
the cause of action accrues.

‘‘(2) SUSPENSION.—The 4-year period pro-
vided for in paragraph (1) shall be
suspended—

‘‘(A) while there is pending an administra-
tive proceeding under subtitle A of title VII
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et
seq.) relating to the article that is the sub-
ject of the action or an appeal of a final de-
termination in such a proceeding; and

‘‘(B) for 1 year thereafter.
‘‘(g) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH COURT ORDER.—

If a defendant in an action brought under
subsection (b) fails to comply with any dis-
covery order or other order or decree of the
court, the court may—

‘‘(1) enjoin the further importation into, or
the sale or distribution within, the United
States by the defendant of articles that are
the same as, or similar to, the articles that
are alleged in the action to have been sold or
imported under the conditions described in
subsection (a) until such time as the defend-
ant complies with the order or decree; or

‘‘(2) take any other action authorized by
law or by the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure, including entering judgment for the
plaintiff.

‘‘(h) CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVILEGED STA-
TUS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the confidential or privileged
status accorded by law to any documents,
evidence, comments, or information shall be
maintained in any action brought under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—In an action brought
under subsection (b) the court may—

‘‘(A) examine, in camera, any confidential
or privileged material;

‘‘(B) accept depositions, documents, affida-
vits, or other evidence under seal; and

‘‘(C) disclose such material under such
terms and conditions as the court may order.

‘‘(i) EXPEDITION OF ACTION.—An action
brought under subsection (b) shall be ad-
vanced on the docket and expedited in every
way possible.

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the
terms ‘subsidy’, ‘material injury’, and ‘inter-
ested party’ have the meanings given those
terms under title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.).

‘‘(k) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED
STATES.—The court shall permit the United
States to intervene in any action brought
under subsection (b) as a matter of right.
The United States shall have all the rights of
a party to such action.

‘‘(l) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.—An order by
a court under this section may be set aside
by the President pursuant to section 203 of
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702).’’.

(d) ACTION FOR CUSTOMS FRAUD.—
(1) AMENDMENT OF TITLE 28, UNITED STATES

CODE.—Chapter 95 of title 28, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new section:
‘‘§ 1586. Private enforcement action for cus-

toms fraud
‘‘(a) CIVIL ACTION.—An interested party

whose business or property is injured by a

fraudulent, grossly negligent, or negligent
violation of section 592(a) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592(a)) may bring a civil ac-
tion in the Court of International Trade,
without respect to the amount in con-
troversy.

‘‘(b) RELIEF.—Upon proof by an interested
party that the business or property of such
interested party has been injured by a fraud-
ulent, grossly negligent, or negligent viola-
tion of section 592(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930,
the interested party shall—

‘‘(1)(A) be granted such equitable relief as
may be appropriate, which may include an
injunction against further importation into
the United States of the merchandise in
question; or

‘‘(B) if injunctive relief cannot be timely
provided or is otherwise inadequate, recover
damages for the injuries sustained; and

‘‘(2) recover the costs of suit, including
reasonable attorney’s fees.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) INTERESTED PARTY.—The term ‘inter-
ested party’ means—

‘‘(A) a manufacturer, producer, or whole-
saler in the United States of like or com-
peting merchandise; or

‘‘(B) a trade or business association a ma-
jority of whose members manufacture,
produce, or wholesale like merchandise or
competing merchandise in the United States.

‘‘(2) LIKE MERCHANDISE.—The term ‘like
merchandise’ means merchandise that is
like, or in the absence of like, most similar
in characteristics and users with, merchan-
dise being imported into the United States in
violation of section 592(a) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592(a)).

‘‘(3) COMPETING MERCHANDISE.—The term
‘competing merchandise’ means merchandise
that competes with or is a substitute for
merchandise being imported into the United
States in violation of section 592(a) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1592(a)).

‘‘(d) INTERVENTION BY THE UNITED
STATES.—The court shall permit the United
States to intervene in an action brought
under this section, as a matter of right. The
United States shall have all the rights of a
party.

‘‘(e) NULLIFICATION OF ORDER.—An order by
a court under this section may be set aside
by the President pursuant to section 203 of
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702).’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 95 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
‘‘1586. Private enforcement action for cus-

toms fraud.’’.
SEC. ll03. AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF ACT

OF 1930.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Tariff Act

of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.) is amended by
inserting after section 753 the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 754. CONTINUED DUMPING AND SUBSIDY

OFFSET.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Duties assessed pursu-

ant to a countervailing duty order, an anti-
dumping duty order, or a finding under the
Antidumping Act of 1921 shall be distributed
on an annual basis under this section to
workers for damages sustained for loss of
wages resulting from the loss of jobs, and to
the affected domestic producers for quali-
fying expenditures. Such distribution shall
be known as the ‘continued dumping and
subsidy offset’.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
‘‘(1) AFFECTED DOMESTIC PRODUCER.—The

term ‘affected domestic producer’ means any
manufacturer, producer, farmer, rancher, or
worker representative (including associa-
tions of such persons) that—
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‘‘(A) was a petitioner or interested party in

support of the petition with respect to which
an antidumping duty order, a finding under
the Antidumping Act of 1921, or a counter-
vailing duty order has been entered, and

‘‘(B) remains in operation.
Companies, businesses, or persons that have
ceased the production of the product covered
by the order or finding or who have been ac-
quired by a company or business that is re-
lated to a company that opposed the inves-
tigation shall not be an affected domestic
producer.

‘‘(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-
sioner’ means the Commissioner of Customs.

‘‘(3) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the United States International Trade
Commission.

‘‘(4) QUALIFYING EXPENDITURE.—The term
‘qualifying expenditure’ means an expendi-
ture incurred after the issuance of the anti-
dumping duty finding or order or counter-
vailing duty order in any of the following
categories:

‘‘(A) Plant.
‘‘(B) Equipment.
‘‘(C) Research and development.
‘‘(D) Personnel training.
‘‘(E) Acquisition of technology.
‘‘(F) Health care benefits to employees

paid for by the employer.
‘‘(G) Pension benefits to employees paid

for by the employer.
‘‘(H) Environmental equipment, training,

or technology.
‘‘(I) Acquisition of raw materials and other

inputs.
‘‘(J) Borrowed working capital or other

funds needed to maintain production.
‘‘(5) RELATED TO.—A company, business, or

person shall be considered to be ‘related to’
another company, business, or person if—

‘‘(A) the company, business, or person di-
rectly or indirectly controls or is controlled
by the other company, business, or person,

‘‘(B) a third party directly or indirectly
controls both companies, businesses, or per-
sons,

‘‘(C) both companies, businesses, or persons
directly or indirectly control a third party
and there is reason to believe that the rela-
tionship causes the first company, business,
or persons to act differently than a non-
related party.

For purposes of this paragraph, a party shall
be considered to directly or indirectly con-
trol another party if the party is legally or
operationally in a position to exercise re-
straint or direction over the other party.

‘‘(6) WORKERS.—The term ‘workers’ refers
to persons who sustained damages for loss of
wages resulting from loss of jobs. The Sec-
retary of Labor shall determine eligibility
for purposes of this section.

‘‘(c) DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURES.—The Com-
missioner in consultation with the Secretary
of Labor shall prescribe procedures for dis-
tribution of the continued dumping or sub-
sidies offset required by this section. Such
distribution shall be made not later than 60
days after the first day of a fiscal year from
duties assessed during the preceding fiscal
year.

‘‘(d) PARTIES ELIGIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTION OF
ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTIES
ASSESSED.—

‘‘(1) LIST OF WORKERS AND AFFECTED DOMES-
TIC PRODUCERS.—The Commission shall for-
ward to the Commissioner within 60 days
after the effective date of this section in the
case of orders or findings in effect on such ef-
fective date, or in any other case, within 60
days after the date an antidumping or coun-
tervailing duty order or finding is issued, a
list of petitioners and persons with respect
to each order and finding and a list of per-
sons that indicate support of the petition by

letter or through questionnaire response. In
those cases in which a determination of in-
jury was not required or the Commission’s
records do not permit an identification of
those in support of a petition, the Commis-
sion shall consult with the administering au-
thority to determine the identity of the peti-
tioner and those domestic parties who have
entered appearances during administrative
reviews conducted by the administering au-
thority under section 751.

‘‘(2) PUBLICATION OF LIST; CERTIFICATION.—
The Commissioner shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register at least 30 days before the dis-
tribution of a continued dumping and sub-
sidy offset, a notice of intention to dis-
tribute the offset and the list of workers and
affected domestic producers potentially eli-
gible for the distribution based on the list
obtained from the Commission under para-
graph (1). The Commissioner shall request a
certification from each potentially eligible
affected domestic producer—

‘‘(A) that the producer desires to receive a
distribution;

‘‘(B) that the producer is eligible to receive
the distribution as an affected domestic pro-
ducer; and

‘‘(C) the qualifying expenditures incurred
by the producer since the issuance of the
order or finding for which distribution under
this section has not previously been made.

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—The Commis-
sioner in consultation with the Secretary of
Labor shall distribute all funds (including all
interest earned on the funds) from assessed
duties received in the preceding fiscal year
to workers and to the affected domestic pro-
ducers based on the certifications described
in paragraph (2). The distributions shall be
made on a pro rata basis based on new and
remaining qualifying expenditures.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENTS.—Within 14 days

after the effective date of this section, with
respect to antidumping duty orders and find-
ings and countervailing duty orders in effect
on the effective date of this section, and
within 14 days after the date an antidumping
duty order or finding or countervailing duty
order issued after the effective date takes ef-
fect, the Commissioner shall establish in the
Treasury of the United States a special ac-
count with respect to each such order or
finding.

‘‘(2) DEPOSITS INTO ACCOUNTS.—The Com-
missioner shall deposit into the special ac-
counts, all antidumping or countervailing
duties (including interest earned on such du-
ties) that are assessed after the effective
date of this section under the antidumping
order or finding or the countervailing duty
order with respect to which the account was
established.

‘‘(3) TIME AND MANNER OF DISTRIBUTIONS.—
Consistent with the requirements of sub-
sections (c) and (d), the Commissioner shall
by regulation prescribe the time and manner
in which distribution of the funds in a spe-
cial account shall made.

‘‘(4) TERMINATION.—A special account shall
terminate after—

‘‘(A) the order or finding with respect to
which the account was established has ter-
minated;

‘‘(B) all entries relating to the order or
finding are liquidated and duties assessed
collected;

‘‘(C) the Commissioner has provided notice
and a final opportunity to obtain distribu-
tion pursuant to subsection (c); and

‘‘(D) 90 days has elapsed from the date of
the notice described in subparagraph (C).

Amounts not claimed within 90 days of the
date of the notice described in subparagraph
(C), shall be deposited into the general fund
of the Treasury.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930
is amended by inserting the following new
item after the item relating to section 753:
‘‘Sec. 754. Continued dumping and subsidy

offset.’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect
to all antidumping and countervailing duty
assessments made on or after October 1, 1996.

TORRICELLI AMENDMENTS NOS.
2348–2349

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. TORRICELLI submitted two

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2348
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. ll. MODIFICATIONS TO CASUALTY LOSS

DEDUCTION FOR 1999 TAXABLE
YEAR.

(a) LOWER ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
THRESHOLD.—Paragraph (2) of section 165(h)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to treatment of casualty gains and
losses) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘10 percent of the adjusted
gross income of the individual’’ in subpara-
graph (A)(ii) and inserting ‘‘5 percent of the
adjusted gross income of the individual (de-
termined without regard to any deduction
allowable under subsection (c)(3))’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘10 PERCENT’’ in the heading
and inserting ‘‘5 PERCENT’’.

(b) ABOVE-THE-LINE DEDUCTION.—Section
62(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(defining adjusted gross income) is amended
by inserting after paragraph (17) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(18) CERTAIN DISASTER LOSSES.—The de-
duction allowed by section 165(c)(3).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to losses
sustained in taxable years beginning in 1999.

AMENDMENT NO. 2349
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. ll. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN STATE AND

LOCAL DISASTER RELIEF.
(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a major

disaster described in subsection (b), no per-
son, business concern, or other entity shall
be denied financial assistance (or required to
repay financial assistance) under section 312
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5155) as a result of
the receipt of financial assistance from a
State or local government with respect to
such disaster, except that such assistance
may be denied (or required to be repaid) to
the extent that the total assistance from all
sources to the person, business concern, or
other entity, exceeds the loss suffered by the
person, business concern, or other entity.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall
apply only to major disasters occurring after
September 14, 1999, and before September 20,
1999.

DURBIN (AND SCHUMER)
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2350–2351

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DURBIN (for himself, and Mr.

SCHUMER) submitted two amendments
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2350
On page ll, line ll, strike ‘‘2 years’’

and insert ‘‘5 years’’.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2351

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATIONS ON PREFERENTIAL

TREATMENT.
The President may not exercise the au-

thority to extend preferential tariff treat-
ment to any country in sub-Saharan Africa
provided for in this Act, unless the President
certifies to Congress, using existing author-
ity, that the President does not need addi-
tional authority to save American jobs in
the garment, textile, and wool growing in-
dustries. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, ‘‘additional authority’’ includes au-
thority to implement preferential tariff
treatment for fabrics of carded or combed
wool, certified by the importer as intended
for use in making suits, suit-type jackets, or
trousers provided for in subheading
5111.11.70, 5111.19.60, 5112.11.20, or 5112.19.90 of
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States.

DURBIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 2352–
2353

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DURBIN submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2352
At the end of the bill, insert the fol-

lowing new title:
TITLE ll—STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION
SEC. ll01. STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION AND

MONITORING PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall estab-
lish and implement a steel import notifica-
tion and monitoring program. The program
shall include a requirement that any person
importing a product classified under chapter
72 or 73 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States obtain an import notifica-
tion certificate before such products are en-
tered into the United States.

(b) STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION CERTIFI-
CATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to obtain a steel
import notification certificate, an importer
shall submit to the Secretary of Commerce
an application containing—

(A) the importer’s name and address;
(B) the name and address of the supplier of

the goods to be imported;
(C) the name and address of the producer of

the goods to be imported;
(D) the country of origin of the goods;
(E) the country from which the goods are

to be imported;
(F) the United States Customs port of

entry where the goods will be entered;
(G) the expected date of entry of the goods

into the United States;
(H) a description of the goods, including

the classification of such goods under the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States;

(I) the quantity (in kilograms and net
tons) of the goods to be imported;

(J) the cost insurance freight (CIF) and
free alongside ship (FAS) values of the goods
to be entered;

(K) whether the goods are being entered for
consumption or for entry into a bonded
warehouse or foreign trade zone;

(L) a certification that the information
furnished in the certificate application is
correct; and

(M) any other information the Secretary of
Commerce determines to be necessary and
appropriate.

(2) ENTRY INTO CUSTOMS TERRITORY.—In the
case of merchandise classified under chapter

72 or 73 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States that is initially entered
into a bonded warehouse or foreign trade
zone, a steel import notification certificate
shall be required before the merchandise is
entered into the customs territory of the
United States.

(3) ISSUANCE OF STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION
CERTIFICATE.—The Secretary of Commerce
shall issue a steel import notification certifi-
cate to any person who files an application
that meets the requirements of this section.
Such certificate shall be valid for a period of
30 days from the date of issuance.

(c) STATISTICAL INFORMATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-

merce shall compile and publish on a weekly
basis information described in paragraph (2).

(2) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—Information
described in this paragraph means informa-
tion obtained from steel import notification
certificate applications concerning steel im-
ported into the United States and includes
with respect to such imports the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States classi-
fication (to the tenth digit), the country of
origin, the port of entry, quantity, value of
steel imported, and whether the imports are
entered for consumption or are entered into
a bonded warehouse or foreign trade zone.
Such information shall also be compiled in
aggregate form and made publicly available
by the Secretary of Commerce on a weekly
basis by public posting through an Internet
website. The information provided under this
section shall be in addition to any informa-
tion otherwise required by law.

(d) FEES.—The Secretary of Commerce
may prescribe reasonable fees and charges to
defray the costs of carrying out the provi-
sions of this section, including a fee for
issuing a certificate under this section.

(e) SINGLE PRODUCER AND EXPORTER COUN-
TRIES.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of Commerce shall
make publicly available all information re-
quired to be released pursuant to subsection
(c), including information obtained regard-
ing imports from a foreign producer or ex-
porter that is the only producer or exporter
of goods subject to this section from a for-
eign country.

(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Com-
merce may prescribe such rules and regula-
tions relating to the steel import notifica-
tion and monitoring program as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion.

AMENDMENT NO. 2353
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new title:
TITLE ll—IMPORT SURGES

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Fair Trade

Law Enhancement Act of 1999’’.
Subtitle A—Safeguard Amendments

SEC. ll11. CAUSATION STANDARD.
(a) CHANGE IN CAUSATION STANDARD.—(1)

Section 201(a) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2251(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
stantial’’.

(2) Section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2252) is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking
‘‘substantial’’;

(B) by amending subsection (b)(1)(B) to
read as follows:

‘‘(B) Imports are a cause of serious injury,
or the threat thereof, when a causal link can
be established between imports and the do-
mestic industry’s injury.’’;

(C) in subsection (c)(1)(C), by striking
‘‘substantial cause’’ and inserting ‘‘the caus-
al link’’;

(D) in subsection (c)(3), by striking ‘‘sub-
stantial’’; and

(E) in subsection (d)(2)(A)(i), by striking
‘‘substantial’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
264(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2354(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘substan-
tial’’.
SEC. ll12. CAPTIVE PRODUCTION.

Section 202(c)(4) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2252(c)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘‘(D) shall, in cases in which domestic pro-
ducers transfer internally, including to re-
lated parties, significant production of the
like or directly competitive article for the
production of a downstream article and sell
significant production of the like or directly
competitive article in the merchant market,
focus on the merchant market when deter-
mining the domestic industry’s market share
and other relevant factors.
For purposes of this section, a party is re-
lated to another party if the first party con-
trols, is controlled by, or is under common
control with, that other party.’’.
SEC. ll13. PRESUMPTION OF THREAT AND OF

CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES.
Section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19

U.S.C. 2252) is amended—
(1) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting at the

end the following flush sentences:
‘‘Notwithstanding subparagraph (B), if the
Commission finds that, at any time during
the 12-month period preceding the initiation
of an investigation, there has been a rapid
decline in domestic prices for the like or di-
rectly competitive article and a rapid in-
crease in imports of the imported article, the
Commission shall apply a rebuttable pre-
sumption that the domestic industry is
threatened with serious injury by reason of
such imports. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, the term ‘rapid’ means a change of
10 percent or more from one calendar quarter
to the next, and the price decline and the in-
crease in imports need not be contempora-
neous. In any case in which this presumption
does not apply, or in which it applies but is
rebutted, the Commission shall conduct a
threat of serious injury analysis as if no such
presumption applied.’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)(2)(A), by adding at the
end the following flush sentences:
‘‘If the Commission finds that, at any time
during the 12-month period preceding the ini-
tiation of an investigation, there has been a
rapid decline in domestic prices for the like
or directly competitive article and a rapid
increase in imports of the imported article,
the Commission shall apply a rebuttable pre-
sumption that the criteria in clauses (i) and
(ii) are met. For purposes of this paragraph,
the term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent
or more from one calendar quarter to the
next, and the price decline and the increase
in imports need not be contemporaneous. In
any case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the Commission shall conduct a critical cir-
cumstances analysis as if no such presump-
tion applied.’’.
SEC. ll14. INJURY FACTORS.

Section 202(c)(1)(A) of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2252(c)(1)(A)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) with respect to serious injury—
‘‘(i) the rate and amount of the increase in

imports of the product concerned in absolute
and relative terms;

‘‘(ii) the share of the domestic market
taken by increased imports;

‘‘(iii) changes in the level of sales;
‘‘(iv) production;
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‘‘(v) productivity;
‘‘(vi) capacity utilization;
‘‘(vii) profits and losses; and
‘‘(viii) employment;’’.
Subtitle B—Amendments to Title VII of the

Tariff Act of 1930
SEC. ll21. CAPTIVE PRODUCTION.

Section 771(7)(C)(iv) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)(iv)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(iv) CAPTIVE PRODUCTION.—If domestic
producers transfer internally, including to
affiliated persons as defined in section
771(33), significant production of the domes-
tic like product for the production of a down-
stream article and sell significant produc-
tion of the domestic like product in the mer-
chant market, then the Commission, in de-
termining market share and the factors af-
fecting financial performance set forth in
clause (iii), shall focus on the merchant mar-
ket.’’.
SEC. ll22. CUMULATION.

Section 771(7)(G)(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(G)(i)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of clauses
(i) and (ii) of subparagraph (C), and subject
to clause (ii), the Commission shall cumula-
tively assess the volume and effect of im-
ports of the subject merchandise from all
countries subject to petitions filed under
section 702(b) or 732(b), or subject to inves-
tigations initiated under 702(a) or 732(a), if
such petitions were filed, or such investiga-
tions were initiated, within 90 days before
the date on which the Commission is re-
quired to make its final injury determina-
tion, and if such imports compete with each
other and with the domestic like products in
the United States market.’’.
SEC. ll23. CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

IMPORTS AND INJURY.
Section 771(7)(C) of the Tariff act of 1930 (19

U.S.C. 1677(7)(C)), as amended by section
ll21, is amended by adding at the end the
following new clause:

‘‘(v) IMPORTS; BASIS FOR AFFIRMATIVE DE-
TERMINATION.—The Commission shall not
weigh against other factors the injury
caused by imports found by the admin-
istering authority to be dumped or provided
a countervailable subsidy. Rather, if the im-
ports are a contributing cause of injury to
the domestic industry, the Commission shall
make an affirmative determination, unless
the injury caused by the imports is incon-
sequential, immaterial, or unimportant.’’.
SEC. ll24. PRESUMPTION OF THREAT OF MATE-

RIAL INJURY.
Section 771(7)(F) of the Tariff Act of 1930

(19 U.S.C. 1677(7)(F)) is amended by redesig-
nating clause (iii) as clause (iv) and inserting
after clause (ii) the following new clause:

‘‘(iii) PRESUMPTION OF THREAT OF MATERIAL
INJURY.—Notwithstanding clauses (i) and (ii),
if the Commission finds that, at any time
during the 12-month period preceding the ini-
tiation of an investigation, there has been a
rapid decline in domestic prices for the do-
mestic like product and a rapid increase in
imports of the subject merchandise, the
Commission shall apply a rebuttable pre-
sumption that the domestic industry is
threatened with material injury by reason of
such imports. For purposes of this clause,
the term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent
or more from one calendar quarter to the
next, and the price decline and the increase
in imports need not be contemporaneous. In
any case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the Commission shall conduct a threat of in-
jury analysis as if no such presumption ap-
plied.’’.
SEC. ll25. PRESUMPTION OF CRITICAL CIR-

CUMSTANCES.
(a) INITIAL FINDING BY COMMISSION.—

(1) COUNTERVAILABLE SUBSIDY.—Section
703(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1671b(a)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) DETERMINATION OF RAPID DECLINE.—
Any preliminary determination by the Com-
mission under this subsection shall include a
determination of whether at any time during
the 12-month period preceding the initiation
of the investigation there has been a rapid
decline in domestic prices for the domestic
like product. For purposes of this paragraph,
the term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent
or more from one calendar quarter to the
next.’’.

(2) DUMPING.—Section 733(a) of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673b(a)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(3) DETERMINATION OF RAPID DECLINE.—
Any preliminary determination by the Com-
mission under this subsection shall include a
determination of whether at any time during
the 12-month period preceding the initiation
of the investigation there has been a rapid
decline in domestic prices for the domestic
like product. For purposes of this paragraph,
the term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent
or more from one calendar quarter to the
next.’’.

(b) COUNTERVAILING DUTY CASES.—
(1) PRELIMINARY DETERMINATIONS BY ADMIN-

ISTERING AUTHORITY.—Section 703(e) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671b(e)) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (2) as
paragraph (3) and inserting after paragraph
(1) the following:

‘‘(2) PRESUMPTION OF CRITICAL CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—Notwithstanding paragraph
(1), if the Commission has found under sub-
section (a)(3) a rapid decline in domestic
prices during a 12-month period and the ad-
ministering authority finds that a rapid in-
crease in imports of the subject merchandise
occurred during the same 12-month period,
the administering authority shall apply a re-
buttable presumption that critical cir-
cumstances exist with respect to such im-
ports. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the administering authority shall conduct a
critical circumstances analysis as if no such
presumption applied.’’.

(2) FINAL DETERMINATIONS BY ADMIN-
ISTERING AUTHORITY.—Section 705(a) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671d(a)) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (3) as
paragraph (4) and inserting after paragraph
(2) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES DETERMINA-
TIONS; SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (2), if the Commission has found under
section 703(a)(3) a rapid decline in domestic
prices during a 12-month period, and the ad-
ministering authority finds that a rapid in-
crease in imports of the subject merchandise
occurred during the same 12-month period,
the administering authority shall apply a re-
buttable presumption that critical cir-
cumstances exist with respect to such im-
ports. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the administering authority shall conduct a
critical circumstances analysis as if no such
presumption applied.’’.

(3) FINAL DETERMINATIONS BY COMMISSION.—
Section 705(b)(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1671d(b)(4)(A)) is amended by in-

serting after clause (ii) the following new
clause:

‘‘(iii) PRESUMPTION THAT STANDARD FOR

RETROACTIVE APPLICATION IS MET.—Notwith-
standing clause (ii), if the Commission deter-
mines that, at any time during the 12-month
period since the initiation of the investiga-
tion, there has been a rapid decline in domes-
tic prices for the domestic like product and
a rapid increase in imports of the subject
merchandise, the Commission shall apply a
rebuttable presumption that the imports
subject to the affirmative determination
under subsection (a)(2) are likely to under-
mine seriously the remedial effect of the
countervailing duty order to be issued under
section 706. For purposes of this clause, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the Commission shall conduct a critical cir-
cumstances analysis as if no such presump-
tion applied.’’.

(c) ANTIDUMPING CASES.—
(1) PRELIMINARY DETERMINATIONS BY ADMIN-

ISTERING AUTHORITY.—Section 733(e) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673b(e)) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (2) as
paragraph (3) and inserting after paragraph
(1) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(2) PRESUMPTION OF CRITICAL CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—Notwithstanding paragraph
(1), if the Commission has found under sub-
section (a)(3) a rapid decline in domestic
prices during a 12-month period and the ad-
ministering authority finds that a rapid in-
crease in imports of the subject merchandise
occurred during the same 12-month period,
the administering authority shall apply a re-
buttable presumption that critical cir-
cumstances exist with respect to such im-
ports. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the administering authority shall conduct a
critical circumstances analysis as if no such
presumption applied.’’.

(2) FINAL DETERMINATIONS BY ADMIN-
ISTERING AUTHORITY.—Section 735(a) of the
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(a)) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (4) as
paragraph (5) and inserting after paragraph
(3) the following:

‘‘(4) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES DETERMINA-
TIONS; SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (3), if the Commission has found under
section 733(a)(3) a rapid decline in domestic
prices during a 12-month period, and the ad-
ministering authority finds that a rapid in-
crease in imports of the subject merchandise
occurred during the same 12-month period,
the administering authority shall apply a re-
buttable presumption that critical cir-
cumstances exist with respect to such im-
ports. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the administering authority shall conduct a
critical circumstances analysis as if no such
presumption applied.’’.

(3) FINAL DETERMINATIONS BY COMMISSION.—
Section 735(b)(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1673d(b)(4)(A)) is amended by add-
ing after clause (ii) the following:
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‘‘(iii) PRESUMPTION THAT STANDARD FOR

RETROACTIVE APPLICATION IS MET.—Notwith-
standing clause (ii), if the Commission deter-
mines that, at any time during the 12-month
period since the initiation of the investiga-
tion, there has been a rapid decline in domes-
tic prices for the domestic like product and
a rapid increase in imports of the subject
merchandise, the Commission shall apply a
rebuttable presumption that the imports
subject to the affirmative determination
under subsection (a)(3) are likely to under-
mine seriously the remedial effect of the
antidumping duty order to be issued under
section 736. For purposes of this clause, the
term ‘rapid’ means a change of 10 percent or
more from one calendar quarter to the next,
and the price decline and the increase in im-
ports need not be contemporaneous. In any
case in which this presumption does not
apply, or in which it applies but is rebutted,
the Commission shall conduct a critical cir-
cumstances analysis as if no such presump-
tion applied.’’.
SEC. ll26. PREVENTION OF CIRCUMVENTION.

Section 781(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1677j(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) MINOR ALTERATIONS OF MERCHAN-
DISE.—The class or kind of merchandise sub-
ject to—

‘‘(1) an investigation under this subtitle,
‘‘(2) an antidumping duty order issued

under section 736,
‘‘(3) a finding issued under the Anti-

dumping Act, 1921, or
‘‘(4) a countervailing duty order issued

under section 706 or section 303,
shall include articles whose form or appear-
ance has been altered in minor respects by
changes in production process (including raw
agricultural products that have undergone
minor processing), regardless of any change
in tariff classification and regardless of
whether the merchandise description used in
the investigation, order, or finding would
otherwise exclude the altered article.’’.
SEC. ll27. DOMESTIC INDUSTRY SUPPORT FOR

SUSPENSION AGREEMENTS.
(a) COUNTERVAILING DUTY CASES.—Section

704(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1671c(d)(1)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-

paragraph (A);
(B) by striking the period at the end of

subparagraph (B), and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the

following new subparagraph:
‘‘(C) the domestic producers or workers

who support the agreement account for more
than 50 percent of the production of the do-
mestic like product produced by those ex-
pressing an opinion on the agreement.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO DOMESTIC
PRODUCER AND WORKER SUPPORT.—

‘‘(A) DETERMINATION OF INDUSTRY SUP-
PORT.—

‘‘(i) CERTAIN POSITIONS DISREGARDED.—
‘‘(I) PRODUCERS RELATED TO FOREIGN PRO-

DUCERS.—In determining industry support
under paragraph (1)(C), the administering au-
thority shall disregard the position of do-
mestic producers who support the agree-
ment, if such producers are related to foreign
producers, as defined in section 771(4)(B)(ii),
unless such domestic producers demonstrate
that their interests as domestic producers
would be adversely affected if the agreement
is not accepted.

‘‘(II) PRODUCERS WHO ARE IMPORTERS.—The
administering authority may disregard the
position of domestic producers of a domestic
like product who are importers of the subject
merchandise.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR REGIONAL INDUS-
TRIES.—If the petition which led to the pro-

posed suspension agreement alleges that the
industry is a regional industry, the admin-
istering authority shall determine whether
the agreement is supported by or on behalf of
the industry by applying paragraph (1)(C) on
the basis of production in the region.

‘‘(B) NATIONAL SECURITY EXCEPTION.—In
any case in which the administering author-
ity determines that the domestic producers
or workers who support the agreement do
not account for more than 50 percent of the
production of the domestic like product pro-
duced by those expressing an opinion on the
agreement, the administering authority may
accept the agreement, notwithstanding the
provisions of paragraph (1)(C), if the Presi-
dent determines and certifies to the admin-
istering authority that failure to accept the
agreement would undermine the national se-
curity interests of the United States or pose
an extraordinary threat to the economy of
the United States.’’.

(b) ANTIDUMPING DUTY CASES.—Section
734(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1673c(d)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2)
as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(2) by striking ‘‘The administering author-
ity’’ and inserting:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The administering au-
thority’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A), as redesignated;

(4) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B), as redesignated, and inserting
‘‘, and’’;

(5) by inserting after subparagraph (B), as
redesignated, the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) the domestic producers or workers
who support the agreement account for more
than 50 percent of the production of the do-
mestic like product produced by those ex-
pressing an opinion on the agreement.’’; and

(6) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO DOMESTIC
PRODUCER AND WORKER SUPPORT.—

‘‘(A) DETERMINATION OF INDUSTRY SUP-
PORT.—

‘‘(i) CERTAIN POSITIONS DISREGARDED.—
‘‘(I) PRODUCERS RELATED TO FOREIGN PRO-

DUCERS.—In determining domestic producer
or worker support for purposes of paragraph
(1)(C), the administering authority shall dis-
regard the position of domestic producers
who support the agreement, if such pro-
ducers are related to foreign producers, as
defined in section 771(4)(B)(ii), unless such
domestic producers demonstrate that their
interests as domestic producers would be ad-
versely affected if the agreement is not ac-
cepted.

‘‘(II) PRODUCERS WHO ARE IMPORTERS.—The
administering authority may disregard the
position of domestic producers of a domestic
like product who are importers of the subject
merchandise.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR REGIONAL INDUS-
TRIES.—If the petition which led to the pro-
posed suspension agreement alleges the in-
dustry is a regional industry, the admin-
istering authority shall determine whether
the agreement is supported by or on behalf of
the industry by applying paragraph (1)(C) on
the basis of production in the region.

‘‘(B) NATIONAL SECURITY EXCEPTION.—In
any case in which the administering author-
ity determines that the domestic producers
or workers who support the agreement do
not account for more than 50 percent of the
production of the domestic like product pro-
duced by those expressing an opinion on the
agreement, the administering authority may
accept the agreement, notwithstanding the
provisions of paragraph (1)(C), if the Presi-
dent determines and certifies to the admin-
istering authority that failure to accept the

agreement would undermine the national se-
curity interests of the United States or pose
an extraordinary threat to the economy of
the United States.’’.

SEC. ll28. IMPACT OF SAFEGUARD DETERMINA-
TIONS ON 5-YEAR REVIEW DETER-
MINATIONS.

Section 752(a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1675a(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(9) IMPACT OF PRIOR SERIOUS INJURY DE-
TERMINATIONS.—

‘‘(A) AFFIRMATIVE SERIOUS INJURY DETER-
MINATIONS.—If the Commission has recently
determined, under chapter 1 of title II of the
Trade Act of 1974, that the domestic industry
producing particular merchandise suffers
from or is threatened with serious injury by
reason of increased imports, the Commission
shall apply a rebuttable presumption that
material injury is ongoing for purposes of
any 5-year review under section 751(c) involv-
ing the same merchandise. The Commission
shall not treat the imposition of measures
under chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of
1974 resulting from such an affirmative de-
termination as reducing the likelihood of
continuation or recurrence of material in-
jury for purposes of the 5-year review. For
purposes of this subparagraph, the term ‘re-
cently’ means within the 48-month period
ending on the date on which the 5-year re-
view is initiated.

‘‘(B) NEGATIVE SERIOUS INJURY DETERMINA-
TIONS.—If the Commission has previously de-
termined, under chapter 1 of title II of the
Trade Act of 1974, that a domestic industry is
not suffering from or threatened with serious
injury by reason of increased imports, the
Commission shall treat that determination
as having no impact on the Commission’s de-
termination in a subsequent 5-year review
under section 751(c) involving the same mer-
chandise as to whether material injury is
likely to continue or recur if an antidumping
or countervailing duty order is lifted.’’.

SEC. ll29. REIMBURSEMENT OF DUTIES.

Section 772(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1677a(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (3) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(4) if the importer is the producer or ex-
porter, or the importer and the producer or
exporter are affiliated persons, an amount
equal to the dumping margin calculated
under section 771(35)(A), unless the producer
or exporter is able to demonstrate that the
importer was in no way reimbursed for any
antidumping duties paid; and

‘‘(5) if the importer is the producer or ex-
porter, or the importer and the producer or
exporter are affiliated persons, an amount
equal to the net countervailable subsidy cal-
culated under section 771(6), unless the pro-
ducer or exporter is able to demonstrate that
the importer was in no way reimbursed for
any antidumping duties paid.’’.

SEC. ll30. TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN AFFILI-
ATED PARTIES.

Section 773(f) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1677b(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘A trans-
action’’ and inserting ‘‘Regardless of wheth-
er the administering authority determines to
treat affiliated persons as a single entity for
other purposes, a transaction’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘If’’ and
inserting ‘‘Regardless of whether the admin-
istering authority determines to treat affili-
ated persons as a single entity for other pur-
poses, if’’.
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SEC. ll31. PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL PROD-

UCTS.
(a) DEFINITION OF INDUSTRIES.—Section

771(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1677(4)(A)) is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘If the Commission deter-
mines that an agricultural product has a
short shelf life and is a perishable product,
the Commission shall treat the producers of
the product in a defined period or season as
the domestic industry. If the subheading
under the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States for an agricultural product
has a 6- or 8-digit classification based on the
period of time during the calendar year in
which the product is harvested or imported,
such periods of time constitute a defined pe-
riod or season for purposes of this para-
graph.’’.

(b) DETERMINATION OF INJURY.—Section
771(7)(D) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1677(7)(D)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new clauses:

‘‘(iii) In the case of an agricultural indus-
try involving a perishable product with a
short shelf life, if a request for seasonal eval-
uation has been made by the petitioners, the
Commission shall consider the factors in
subparagraph (C) on a seasonal basis during
the period identified as relevant.

‘‘(iv) In the case of agricultural products,
partially picked or unpicked crops and aban-
doned acreage may be considered in lieu of
other measures of capacity and capacity uti-
lization.

‘‘(v) The impact of other factors, such as
weather, on agricultural production and pro-
ducers shall not be weighed against the con-
tribution of the imported subject merchan-
dise to the condition of the domestic indus-
try.’’.
SEC. ll32. FULL RECOGNITION OF SUBSIDY

CONFERRED THROUGH PROVISION
OF GOODS AND SERVICES AND PUR-
CHASE OF GOODS.

Section 771(5)(E) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.S.C. 1677(5)(E)) is amended by adding at
the end the following: ‘‘If transactions in the
country which is the subject of the inves-
tigation or review do not reflect market con-
ditions due to government action associated
with provision of the goods or service or pur-
chase of the goods, determination of the ade-
quacy of remuneration shall be through com-
parison with the most comparable market
price elsewhere in the world.’’.

Subtitle C—Steel Import Notification
SEC. ll41. STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION AND

MONITORING PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall estab-
lish and implement a steel import notifica-
tion and monitoring program. The program
shall include a requirement that any person
importing a product classified under chapter
72 or 73 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States obtain an import notifica-
tion certificate before such products are en-
tered into the United States.

(b) STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION CERTIFI-
CATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to obtain a steel
import notification certificate, an importer
shall submit to the Secretary of Commerce
an application containing—

(A) the importer’s name and address;
(B) the name and address of the supplier of

the goods to be imported;
(C) the name and address of the producer of

the goods to be imported;
(D) the country of origin of the goods;
(E) the country from which the goods are

to be imported;
(F) the United States Customs port of

entry where the goods will be entered;

(G) the expected date of entry of the goods
into the United States;

(H) a description of the goods, including
the classification of such goods under the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States;

(I) the quantity (in kilograms and net
tons) of the goods to be imported;

(J) the cost insurance freight (CIF) and
free alongside ship (FAS) values of the goods
to be entered;

(K) whether the goods are being entered for
consumption or for entry into a bonded
warehouse or foreign trade zone;

(L) a certification that the information
furnished in the certificate application is
correct; and

(M) any other information the Secretary of
Commerce determines to be necessary and
appropriate.

(2) ENTRY INTO CUSTOMS TERRITORY.—In the
case of merchandise classified under chapter
72 or 73 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of
the United States that is initially entered
into a bonded warehouse or foreign trade
zone, a steel import notification certificate
shall be required before the merchandise is
entered into the customs territory of the
United States.

(3) ISSUANCE OF STEEL IMPORT NOTIFICATION
CERTIFICATE.—The Secretary of Commerce
shall issue a steel import notification certifi-
cate to any person who files an application
that meets the requirements of this section.
Such certificate shall be valid for a period of
30 days from the date of issuance.

(c) STATISTICAL INFORMATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-

merce shall compile and publish on a weekly
basis information described in paragraph (2).

(2) INFORMATION DESCRIBED.—Information
described in this paragraph means informa-
tion obtained from steel import notification
certificate applications concerning steel im-
ported into the United States and includes
with respect to such imports the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States classi-
fication (to the tenth digit), the country of
origin, the port of entry, quantity, value of
steel imported, and whether the imports are
entered for consumption or are entered into
a bonded warehouse or foreign trade zone.
Such information shall also be compiled in
aggregate form and made publicly available
by the Secretary of Commerce on a weekly
basis by public posting through an Internet
website. The information provided under this
section shall be in addition to any informa-
tion otherwise required by law.

(d) FEES.—The Secretary of Commerce
may prescribe reasonable fees and charges to
defray the costs of carrying out the provi-
sions of this section, including a fee for
issuing a certificate under this section.

(e) SINGLE PRODUCER AND EXPORTER COUN-
TRIES.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of Commerce shall
make publicly available all information re-
quired to be released pursuant to subsection
(c), including information obtained regard-
ing imports from a foreign producer or ex-
porter that is the only producer or exporter
of goods subject to this section from a for-
eign country.

(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Com-
merce may prescribe such rules and regula-
tions relating to the steel import notifica-
tion and monitoring program as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion.

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 2354

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LEVIN submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

The amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is amended in subtitle B of Title II
thereof as follows:

At page 36 between lines 19 and 20 insert
the following:

‘‘(VI) undertake its obligations it has al-
ready undertaken in treaties and conven-
tions it has freely entered into relative to
child labor, collective bargaining, use of
forced or coerced labor, occupational health
and safety and other worker rights.’’

FEINSTEIN (AND FEINGOLD)
AMENDMENT NO. 2355

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and Mr.

FEINGOLD) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the end of title I, insert the following:
SEC. ll. INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY AND COM-

PETITION LAWS AND POLICIES DE-
SIGNED TO PROMOTE ACCESS TO
PHARMACEUTICALS AND OTHER
MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) since the onset of the worldwide HIV/

AIDS epidemic, approximately 34,000,000 peo-
ple living in sub-Saharan Africa have been
infected with the disease;

(2) of those infected, approximately
11,500,000 have died; and

(3) the deaths represent 83 percent of the
total HIV/AIDS-related deaths worldwide.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) it is in the interest of the United States
to take all necessary steps to prevent further
spread of infectious disease, particularly
HIV/AIDS; and

(2) individual countries should have the
ability to determine the availability of phar-
maceuticals and health care for their citi-
zens in general, and particularly with re-
spect to the HIV/AIDS epidemic.

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—Funds
appropriated or otherwise made available to
any department or agency of the United
States may not be obligated or expended to
seek, through negotiation or otherwise, the
revocation or revision of any intellectual
property or competition law or policy of a
beneficiary developing country or bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country if the
law or policy is designed to promote access
to pharmaceuticals or other medical tech-
nologies and the law or policy, as the case
may be, complies with the Agreement on
Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Prop-
erty Rights referred to in section 101(d)(15) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act. For
purposes of the preceding sentence, the
terms ‘‘beneficiary developing country’’ and
‘‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African country’’
mean any country with respect to which
there is in effect an Executive order or Presi-
dential proclamation by the President desig-
nating such country as a beneficiary devel-
oping country for purposes of title V of the
Trade Act of 1974 or the African Growth and
Opportunity Act.

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENT NO. 2356

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. ll. TAX CREDIT FOR DOMESTIC GARMENT

MANUFACTURERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart F of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
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Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to rules for
computing work opportunity credit) is
amended by inserting after section 51A the
following new section:
‘‘SEC. 51B. GARMENT MANUFACTURER HIRING

CREDIT.
‘‘(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—For pur-

poses of section 38, the amount of garment
manufacturer hiring credit determined under
this section for the taxable year shall be
equal to—

‘‘(1) 30 percent of the qualified first-year
wages for such year,

‘‘(2) 35 percent of the qualified second-year
wages for such year,

‘‘(3) 40 percent of the qualified third-year
wages for such year,

‘‘(4) 45 percent of the qualified fourth-year
wages for such year, and

‘‘(5) 50 percent of the qualified employment
wages for such year.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED WAGES DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
wages’ means the wages paid or incurred by
a domestic garment manufacturer or sewn
product manufacturer during the taxable
year to individuals who are low-income
workers for services rendered in the United
States.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED FIRST-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified first-year wages’ means, with
respect to any individual, qualified wages at-
tributable to service rendered during the 1-
year period beginning with the day the indi-
vidual begins work for the employer.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED SECOND-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified second-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED THIRD-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified third-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning with the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
paragraph (3).

‘‘(5) QUALIFIED FOURTH-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified fourth-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning with the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
paragraph (4).

‘‘(6) QUALIFIED EMPLOYMENT WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified employment wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing any 1-year period beginning after the last
day of the 1-year period with respect to such
individual determined under paragraph (5).

‘‘(7) WAGES.—The term ‘wages’ has the
meaning given such term by section
51A(b)(5), without regard to subparagraph (C)
thereof.

‘‘(c) LOW-INCOME WORKER.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘low-income

worker’ means any individual who is cer-
tified by the designated local agency (as de-
fined in section 51(d)(11)) as being at or below
the poverty line (as defined by the Office of
Management and Budget) for the taxable
year ending immediately prior to the hiring
date.

‘‘(2) HIRING DATE.—The term ‘hiring date’
has the meaning given such term by section
51(d).

‘‘(d) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the

rules of section 52, and subsections (d)(12),
(f), (g), (i) (without regard to paragraph (3)

thereof), (j), and (k) of section 51, shall apply
for purposes of this section.

‘‘(2) CREDIT TO BE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—References to sections 51 in
section 38(b), 280C(a), and 1396(c)(3) shall be
treated as including references to this sec-
tion.

‘‘(e) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI-
SIONS.—If a credit is allowed under this sec-
tion to an employer with respect to an indi-
vidual for any taxable year, then—

‘‘(1) for purposes of applying section 51 to
such employer, such individual shall not be
treated as a member of a targeted group for
such taxable year, and

‘‘(2) for purposes of applying section 51A to
such employer, such individual shall not be
treated as a long-term family assistance re-
cipient for such taxable year.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart F of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 51A the fol-
lowing:

‘‘Sec. 51B. Garment manufacturer hiring
credit.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999, and
to individuals who begin work for an em-
ployer after such date.

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 2357

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BYRD submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REPORT ON

ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTER-
VAILING DUTY NEGOTIATIONS.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress recog-
nizes the importance of the new round of
international trade negotiations that will be
launched at the World Trade Organization
(WTO) Ministerial Conference in Seattle,
Washington, from November 30 to December
3, 1999.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than February 3,
2000, the United States Trade Representative
shall submit a report to Congress regarding
discussions on antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws during the Seattle Ministe-
rial Conference. The report shall include a
complete description of such discussions, in-
cluding proposals made to renegotiate anti-
dumping and countervailing duty laws, the
member government making the proposal,
and the United States Trade Representa-
tive’s response to the proposal, with a de-
scription as to how the response achieves
United States trade goals.

MACK (AND SARBANES)
AMENDMENT NO. 2358

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr. SAR-

BANES) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. l. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING COM-

PREHENSIVE DEBT RELIEF FOR THE
WORLD’S POOREST COUNTRIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The burden of external debt has become
a major impediment to economic growth and
poverty reduction in many of the world’s
poorest countries.

(2) Until recently, the United States Gov-
ernment and other official creditors sought
to address this problem by rescheduling
loans and in some cases providing limited
debt reduction.

(3) Despite such efforts, the cumulative
debt of many of the world’s poorest countries
continued to grow beyond their capacity to
repay.

(4) In 1997, the Group of Seven, the World
Bank, and the International Monetary Fund
adopted the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
Initiative (HIPC), a commitment by the
international community that all multilat-
eral and bilateral creditors, acting in a co-
ordinated and concerted fashion, would re-
duce poor country debt to a sustainable
level.

(5) The HIPC Initiative is currently under-
going reforms to address concerns raised
about country conditionality, the amount of
debt forgiven, and the allocation of savings
realized through the debt forgiveness pro-
gram to ensure that the Initiative accom-
plishes the goals of economic growth and
poverty alleviation in the world’s poorest
countries.

(6) Recently, the President requested Con-
gress to provide additional resources for bi-
lateral debt forgiveness and additional
United States contributions to the HIPC
Trust Fund.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Congress and the President should work
together, without undue delay and in concert
with the international community, to make
comprehensive debt relief available to the
world’s poorest countries in a manner that
promotes economic growth and poverty alle-
viation;

(2) this program of bilateral and multilat-
eral debt relief should be designed to
strengthen and expand the private sector,
encourage increased trade and investment,
support the development of free markets,
and promote broad-scale economic growth in
benficiary countries;

(3) this program of debt relief should also
support the adoption of policies to alleviate
poverty and to ensure that benefits are
shared widely among the population, such as
through initiatives to advance education,
improve health, combat AIDS, and promote
clean water and environmental protection;

(4) these debt relief agreements should be
designed and implemented in a transparent
manner and with the broad participation of
the citizenry of the debtor country and
should ensure that country circumstances
are adequately taken into account;

(5) no country should receive the benefits
of debt relief if that country does not cooper-
ate with the United States on terrorism or
narcotics enforcement, is a gross violator of
the human rights of its citizens, or is en-
gaged in conflict or spends excessively on its
military; and

(6) in order to prevent adverse impact on a
key industry in many developing countries,
the International Monetary Fund must mo-
bilize its own resources for providing debt re-
lief to eligible countries without allowing
gold to reach the open market, or otherwise
adversely affecting the market price of gold.

CONRAD (AND GRASSLEY)
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2359–2360

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr.

GRASSLEY) submitted two amendments
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2359

At the end, insert the following new title:
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TITLE ll—TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSIST-
ANCE FOR FARMERS AND FISHERMEN

Subtitle A—Amendments to the Trade Act of
1974

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Trade Ad-

justment Assistance for Farmers and Fisher-
men Act’’.
SEC. ll02. TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

FOR FARMERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Trade Act

of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 6—ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

FOR FARMERS
‘‘SEC. 291. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this chapter:
‘‘(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY PRODUCER.—

The term ‘agricultural commodity producer’
means any person who is engaged in the pro-
duction and sale of an agricultural com-
modity in the United States and who owns or
shares the ownership and risk of loss of the
agricultural commodity.

‘‘(2) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term
‘agricultural commodity’ means any agricul-
tural commodity (including livestock, fish,
or harvested seafood) in its raw or natural
state.

‘‘(3) DULY AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE.—
The term ‘duly authorized representative’
means an association of agricultural com-
modity producers.

‘‘(4) NATIONAL AVERAGE PRICE.—The term
‘national average price’ means the national
average price paid to an agricultural com-
modity producer for an agricultural com-
modity in a marketing year as determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

‘‘(5) CONTRIBUTED IMPORTANTLY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘contributed

importantly’ means a cause which is impor-
tant but not necessarily more important
than any other cause.

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF CONTRIBUTED IM-
PORTANTLY.—The determination of whether
imports of articles like or directly competi-
tive with an agricultural commodity with re-
spect to which the petition under this chap-
ter was filed contributed importantly to a
decline in the price of the agricultural com-
modity shall be made by the Secretary of
Agriculture.

‘‘(6) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’
means the Secretary of Agriculture.
‘‘SEC. 292. PETITIONS; GROUP ELIGIBILITY.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A petition for a certifi-
cation of eligibility to apply for adjustment
assistance under this chapter may be filed
with the Secretary by a group of agricultural
commodity producers or by their duly au-
thorized representative. Upon receipt of the
petition, the Secretary shall promptly pub-
lish notice in the Federal Register that the
Secretary has received the petition and initi-
ated an investigation.

‘‘(b) HEARINGS.—If the petitioner, or any
other person found by the Secretary to have
a substantial interest in the proceedings,
submits not later than 10 days after the date
of the Secretary’s publication under sub-
section (a) a request for a hearing, the Sec-
retary shall provide for a public hearing and
afford such interested persons an oppor-
tunity to be present, to produce evidence,
and to be heard.

‘‘(c) GROUP ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—
The Secretary shall certify a group of agri-
cultural commodity producers as eligible to
apply for adjustment assistance under this
chapter if the Secretary determines—

‘‘(1) that the national average price for the
agricultural commodity, or a class of goods
within the agricultural commodity, pro-
duced by the group for the most recent mar-

keting year for which the national average
price is available is less than 80 percent of
the average of the national average price for
such agricultural commodity, or such class
of goods, for the 5 marketing years preceding
the most recent marketing year; and

‘‘(2) that either—
‘‘(A) increases in imports of articles like or

directly competitive with the agricultural
commodity, or class of goods within the agri-
cultural commodity, produced by the group
contributed importantly to the decline in
price described in paragraph (1); or

‘‘(B) imports of articles like or directly
competitive with the agricultural com-
modity, or class of goods within the agricul-
tural commodity, produced by the group ac-
count for a significant percentage of the do-
mestic market for the agricultural com-
modity (or class of goods) and have contrib-
uted importantly to the decline in price de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR QUALIFIED SUBSE-
QUENT YEARS.—A group of agricultural com-
modity producers certified as eligible under
section 293 shall be eligible to apply for as-
sistance under this chapter in any qualified
year after the year the group is first cer-
tified, if the Secretary determines that—

‘‘(1) the national average price for the agri-
cultural commodity, or class of goods within
the agricultural commodity, produced by the
group for the most recent marketing year for
which the national average price is available
is equal to or less than the price determined
under subsection (c)(1); and

‘‘(2) the requirements of subsection (c)(2)
(A) or (B) are met.

‘‘(e) DETERMINATION OF QUALIFIED YEAR
AND COMMODITY.—In this chapter:

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED YEAR.—The term ‘qualified
year’, with respect to a group of agricultural
commodity producers certified as eligible
under section 293, means each consecutive
year after the year in which the group is cer-
tified that the Secretary makes the deter-
mination under subsection (c) or (d), as the
case may be.

‘‘(2) CLASSES OF GOODS WITHIN A COM-
MODITY.—In any case in which there are sep-
arate classes of goods within an agricultural
commodity, the Secretary shall treat each
class as a separate commodity in deter-
mining group eligibility, the national aver-
age price, and level of imports under this
section and section 296.
‘‘SEC. 293. DETERMINATIONS BY SECRETARY.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—As soon as possible after
the date on which a petition is filed under
section 292, but in any event not later than
60 days after that date, the Secretary shall
determine whether the petitioning group
meets the requirements of section 292(c) (or
(d), as the case may be) and shall, if so, issue
a certification of eligibility to apply for as-
sistance under this chapter covering agricul-
tural commodity producers in any group
that meet the requirements. Each certifi-
cation shall specify the date on which eligi-
bility under this chapter begins.

‘‘(b) NOTICE.—Upon making a determina-
tion on a petition, the Secretary shall
promptly publish a summary of the deter-
mination in the Federal Register together
with the Secretary’s reasons for making the
determination.

‘‘(c) TERMINATION OF CERTIFICATION.—
Whenever the Secretary determines, with re-
spect to any certification of eligibility under
this chapter, that the decline in price for the
agricultural commodity covered by the cer-
tification is no longer attributable to the
conditions described in section 292, the Sec-
retary shall terminate such certification and
promptly cause notice of such termination
to be published in the Federal Register to-
gether with the Secretary’s reasons for mak-
ing such determination.

‘‘SEC. 294. STUDY BY SECRETARY WHEN INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION BE-
GINS INVESTIGATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Inter-
national Trade Commission (in this chapter
referred to as the ‘Commission’) begins an
investigation under section 202 with respect
to an agricultural commodity, the Commis-
sion shall immediately notify the Secretary
of the investigation. Upon receipt of the no-
tification, the Secretary shall immediately
begin a study of—

‘‘(1) the number of agricultural commodity
producers producing a like or directly com-
petitive agricultural commodity who have
been or are likely to be certified as eligible
for adjustment assistance under this chap-
ter, and

‘‘(2) the extent to which the adjustment of
such producers to the import competition
may be facilitated through the use of exist-
ing programs.

‘‘(b) REPORT.—The report of the Secretary
of the study under subsection (a) shall be
made to the President not later than 15 days
after the day on which the Commission
makes its report under section 202(f). Upon
making his report to the President, the Sec-
retary shall also promptly make it public
(with the exception of information which the
Secretary determines to be confidential) and
shall have a summary of it published in the
Federal Register.
‘‘SEC. 295. BENEFIT INFORMATION TO AGRICUL-

TURAL COMMODITY PRODUCERS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide full information to producers about the
benefit allowances, training, and other em-
ployment services available under this title
and about the petition and application proce-
dures, and the appropriate filing dates, for
such allowances, training, and services. The
Secretary shall provide whatever assistance
is necessary to enable groups to prepare peti-
tions or applications for program benefits
under this title.

‘‘(b) NOTICE OF BENEFITS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall mail

written notice of the benefits available
under this chapter to each agricultural com-
modity producer that the Secretary has rea-
son to believe is covered by a certification
made under this chapter.

‘‘(2) OTHER NOTICE.—The Secretary shall
publish notice of the benefits available under
this chapter to agricultural commodity pro-
ducers that are covered by each certification
made under this chapter in newspapers of
general circulation in the areas in which
such producers reside.
‘‘SEC. 296. QUALIFYING REQUIREMENTS FOR AG-

RICULTURAL COMMODITY PRO-
DUCERS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Payment of a trade ad-
justment allowance shall be made to an ad-
versely affected agricultural commodity pro-
ducer covered by a certification under this
chapter who files an application for such al-
lowance within 90 days after the date on
which the Secretary makes a determination
and issues a certification of eligibility under
section 293, if the following conditions are
met:

‘‘(1) The producer submits to the Secretary
sufficient information to establish the
amount of agricultural commodity covered
by the application filed under subsection (a),
that was produced by the producer in the
most recent year.

‘‘(2) The producer certifies that the pro-
ducer has not received cash benefits under
any provision of this title other than this
chapter.

‘‘(3) The producer’s net farm income (as de-
termined by the Secretary) for the most re-
cent year is less than the producer’s net
farm income for the latest year in which no
adjustment assistance was received by the
producer under this chapter.
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‘‘(4) The producer certifies that the pro-

ducer has met with an Extension Service em-
ployee or agent to obtain, at no cost to the
producer, information and technical assist-
ance that will assist the producer in adjust-
ing to import competition with respect to
the adversely affected agricultural com-
modity, including—

‘‘(A) information regarding the feasibility
and desirability of substituting 1 or more al-
ternative commodities for the adversely af-
fected agricultural commodity; and

‘‘(B) technical assistance that will improve
the competitiveness of the production and
marketing of the adversely affected agricul-
tural commodity by the producer, including
yield and marketing improvements.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF CASH BENEFITS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions

of section 298, an adversely affected agricul-
tural commodity producer described in sub-
section (a) shall be entitled to adjustment
assistance under this chapter in an amount
equal to the product of—

‘‘(A) one-half of the difference between—
‘‘(i) an amount equal to 80 percent of the

average of the national average price of the
agricultural commodity covered by the ap-
plication described in subsection (a) for the 5
marketing years preceding the most recent
marketing year, and

‘‘(ii) the national average price of the agri-
cultural commodity for the most recent mar-
keting year, and

‘‘(B) the amount of the agricultural com-
modity produced by the agricultural com-
modity producer in the most recent mar-
keting year.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR SUBSEQUENT QUALI-
FIED YEARS.—The amount of cash benefits for
a qualified year shall be determined in the
same manner as cash benefits are deter-
mined under paragraph (1) except that the
average national price of the agricultural
commodity shall be determined under para-
graph (1)(A)(i) by using the 5-marketing-year
period used to determine the amount of cash
benefits for the first certification.

‘‘(c) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF CASH ASSIST-
ANCE.—The maximum amount of cash bene-
fits an agricultural commodity producer
may receive in any 12-month period shall not
exceed $10,000.

‘‘(d) LIMITATIONS ON OTHER ASSISTANCE.—
An agricultural commodity producer enti-
tled to receive a cash benefit under this
chapter—

‘‘(1) shall not be eligible for any other cash
benefit under this title, and

‘‘(2) shall be entitled to employment serv-
ices and training benefits under sections 235
and 236.
‘‘SEC. 297. FRAUD AND RECOVERY OF OVERPAY-

MENTS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) REPAYMENT.—If the Secretary, or a

court of competent jurisdiction, determines
that any person has received any payment
under this chapter to which the person was
not entitled, such person shall be liable to
repay such amount to the Secretary, except
that the Secretary may waive such repay-
ment if the Secretary determines, in accord-
ance with guidelines prescribed by the Sec-
retary that—

‘‘(A) the payment was made without fault
on the part of such person, and

‘‘(B) requiring such repayment would be
contrary to equity and good conscience.

‘‘(2) RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENT.—Unless
an overpayment is otherwise recovered, or
waived under paragraph (1), the Secretary
shall recover the overpayment by deductions
from any sums payable to such person under
this chapter.

‘‘(b) FALSE STATEMENTS.—If the Secretary,
or a court of competent jurisdiction, deter-
mines that a person—

‘‘(1) knowingly has made, or caused an-
other to make, a false statement or represen-
tation of a material fact, or

‘‘(2) knowingly has failed, or caused an-
other to fail, to disclose a material fact,
and as a result of such false statement or
representation, or of such nondisclosure,
such person has received any payment under
this chapter to which the person was not en-
titled, such person shall, in addition to any
other penalty provided by law, be ineligible
for any further payments under this chapter.

‘‘(c) NOTICE AND DETERMINATION.—Except
for overpayments determined by a court of
competent jurisdiction, no repayment may
be required, and no deduction may be made,
under this section until a determination
under subsection (a)(1) by the Secretary has
been made, notice of the determination and
an opportunity for a fair hearing thereon has
been given to the person concerned, and the
determination has become final.

‘‘(d) PAYMENT TO TREASURY.—Any amount
recovered under this section shall be re-
turned to the Treasury of the United States.

‘‘(e) PENALTIES.—Whoever makes a false
statement of a material fact knowing it to
be false, or knowingly fails to disclose a ma-
terial fact, for the purpose of obtaining or in-
creasing for himself or for any other person
any payment authorized to be furnished
under this chapter shall be fined not more
than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than
1 year, or both.

‘‘SEC. 298. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated and there are appropriated
to the Department of Agriculture for fiscal
years 2000 through 2001, such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
chapter not to exceed $100,000,000 for each fis-
cal year.’’.

‘‘(b) PROPORTIONATE REDUCTION.—If in any
year, the amount appropriated under this
chapter is insufficient to meet the require-
ments for adjustment assistance payable
under this chapter, the amount of assistance
payable under this chapter shall be reduced
proportionately.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for title II of the Trade Act of 1974
is amended by inserting after the items re-
lating to chapter 5, the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 6—ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR
FARMERS

‘‘Sec. 291. Definitions.
‘‘Sec. 292. Petitions; group eligibility.
‘‘Sec. 293. Determinations by Secretary.
‘‘Sec. 294. Study by Secretary when Inter-

national Trade Commission be-
gins investigation.

‘‘Sec. 295. Benefit information to agricul-
tural commodity producers.

‘‘Sec. 296. Qualifying requirements for agri-
cultural commodity producers.

‘‘Sec. 297. Fraud and recovery of overpay-
ments.

‘‘Sec. 298. Authorization of appropriations.’’.
Subtitle B—Revenue Provisions Relating to

Trade Adjustment Assistance
SEC. ll10. REFERENCE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided,
whenever in this subtitle an amendment or
repeal is expressed in terms of an amend-
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro-
vision, the reference shall be considered to
be made to a section or other provision of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. ll11. MODIFICATIONS TO ASSET DIVER-

SIFICATION TEST.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-

tion 856(c)(4) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(B)(i) not more than 25 percent of the

value of its total assets is represented by se-
curities (other than those includible under
subparagraph (A)), and

‘‘(ii) except with respect to a taxable REIT
subsidiary and securities includible under
subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(I) not more than 5 percent of the value of
its total assets is represented by securities of
any one issuer,

‘‘(II) the trust does not hold securities pos-
sessing more than 10 percent of the total vot-
ing power of the outstanding securities of
any one issuer, and

‘‘(III) the trust does not hold securities
having a value of more than 10 percent of the
total value of the outstanding securities of
any one issuer.’’.

(b) EXCEPTION FOR STRAIGHT DEBT SECURI-
TIES.—Subsection (c) of section 856 is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(7) STRAIGHT DEBT SAFE HARBOR IN APPLY-
ING PARAGRAPH (4).—Securities of an issuer
which are straight debt (as defined in section
1361(c)(5) without regard to subparagraph
(B)(iii) thereof) shall not be taken into ac-
count in applying paragraph (4)(B)(ii)(III)
if—

‘‘(A) the issuer is an individual, or
‘‘(B) the only securities of such issuer

which are held by the trust or a taxable
REIT subsidiary of the trust are straight
debt (as so defined), or

‘‘(C) the issuer is a partnership and the
trust holds at least a 20 percent profits inter-
est in the partnership.’’.

SEC. ll12. TREATMENT OF INCOME AND SERV-
ICES PROVIDED BY TAXABLE REIT
SUBSIDIARIES.

(a) INCOME FROM TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDI-
ARIES NOT TREATED AS IMPERMISSIBLE TEN-
ANT SERVICE INCOME.—Clause (i) of section
856(d)(7)(C) (relating to exceptions to imper-
missible tenant service income) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or through a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of such trust’’ after ‘‘income’’.

(b) CERTAIN INCOME FROM TAXABLE REIT
SUBSIDIARIES NOT EXCLUDED FROM RENTS
FROM REAL PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
856 (relating to rents from real property de-
fined) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraphs:

‘‘(8) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXABLE REIT SUB-
SIDIARIES.—For purposes of this subsection,
amounts paid to a real estate investment
trust by a taxable REIT subsidiary of such
trust shall not be excluded from rents from
real property by reason of paragraph (2)(B) if
the requirements of either of the following
subparagraphs are met:

‘‘(A) LIMITED RENTAL EXCEPTION.—The re-
quirements of this subparagraph are met
with respect to any property if at least 90
percent of the leased space of the property is
rented to persons other than taxable REIT
subsidiaries of such trust and other than per-
sons described in section 856(d)(2)(B). The
preceding sentence shall apply only to the
extent that the amounts paid to the trust as
rents from real property (as defined in para-
graph (1) without regard to paragraph (2)(B))
from such property are substantially com-
parable to such rents made by the other ten-
ants of the trust’s property for comparable
space.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN LODGING FA-
CILITIES.—The requirements of this subpara-
graph are met with respect to an interest in
real property which is a qualified lodging fa-
cility leased by the trust to a taxable REIT
subsidiary of the trust if the property is op-
erated on behalf of such subsidiary by a per-
son who is an eligible independent con-
tractor.

‘‘(9) ELIGIBLE INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR.—
For purposes of paragraph (8)(B)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible inde-
pendent contractor’ means, with respect to
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any qualified lodging facility, any inde-
pendent contractor if, at the time such con-
tractor enters into a management agreement
or other similar service contract with the
taxable REIT subsidiary to operate the facil-
ity, such contractor (or any related person)
is actively engaged in the trade or business
of operating qualified lodging facilities for
any person who is not a related person with
respect to the real estate investment trust
or the taxable REIT subsidiary.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES.—Solely for purposes
of this paragraph and paragraph (8)(B), a per-
son shall not fail to be treated as an inde-
pendent contractor with respect to any
qualified lodging facility by reason of any of
the following:

‘‘(i) The taxable REIT subsidiary bears the
expenses for the operation of the facility
pursuant to the management agreement or
other similar service contract.

‘‘(ii) The taxable REIT subsidiary receives
the revenues from the operation of such fa-
cility, net of expenses for such operation and
fees payable to the operator pursuant to
such agreement or contract.

‘‘(iii) The real estate investment trust re-
ceives income from such person with respect
to another property that is attributable to a
lease of such other property to such person
that was in effect as of the later of—

‘‘(I) January 1, 1999, or
‘‘(II) the earliest date that any taxable

REIT subsidiary of such trust entered into a
management agreement or other similar
service contract with such person with re-
spect to such qualified lodging facility.

‘‘(C) RENEWALS, ETC., OF EXISTING LEASES.—
For purposes of subparagraph (B)(iii)—

‘‘(i) a lease shall be treated as in effect on
January 1, 1999, without regard to its re-
newal after such date, so long as such re-
newal is pursuant to the terms of such lease
as in effect on whichever of the dates under
subparagraph (B)(iii) is the latest, and

‘‘(ii) a lease of a property entered into
after whichever of the dates under subpara-
graph (B)(iii) is the latest shall be treated as
in effect on such date if—

‘‘(I) on such date, a lease of such property
from the trust was in effect, and

‘‘(II) under the terms of the new lease, such
trust receives a substantially similar or less-
er benefit in comparison to the lease referred
to in subclause (I).

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED LODGING FACILITY.—For
purposes of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified lodg-
ing facility’ means any lodging facility un-
less wagering activities are conducted at or
in connection with such facility by any per-
son who is engaged in the business of accept-
ing wagers and who is legally authorized to
engage in such business at or in connection
with such facility.

‘‘(ii) LODGING FACILITY.—The term ‘lodging
facility’ means a hotel, motel, or other es-
tablishment more than one-half of the dwell-
ing units in which are used on a transient
basis.

‘‘(iii) CUSTOMARY AMENITIES AND FACILI-
TIES.—The term ‘lodging facility’ includes
customary amenities and facilities operated
as part of, or associated with, the lodging fa-
cility so long as such amenities and facilities
are customary for other properties of a com-
parable size and class owned by other owners
unrelated to such real estate investment
trust.

‘‘(E) OPERATE INCLUDES MANAGE.—Ref-
erences in this paragraph to operating a
property shall be treated as including a ref-
erence to managing the property.

‘‘(F) RELATED PERSON.—Persons shall be
treated as related to each other if such per-
sons are treated as a single employer under
subsection (a) or (b) of section 52.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 856(d)(2) is amended by
inserting ‘‘except as provided in paragraph
(8),’’ after ‘‘(B)’’.

(3) DETERMINING RENTS FROM REAL PROP-
ERTY.—

(A)(i) Paragraph (1) of section 856(d) is
amended by striking ‘‘adjusted bases’’ each
place it occurs and inserting ‘‘fair market
values’’.

(ii) The amendment made by this subpara-
graph shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2000.

(B)(i) Clause (i) of section 856(d)(2)(B) is
amended by striking ‘‘number’’ and inserting
‘‘value’’.

(ii) The amendment made by this subpara-
graph shall apply to amounts received or ac-
crued in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000, except for amounts paid pur-
suant to leases in effect on July 12, 1999, or
pursuant to a binding contract in effect on
such date and at all times thereafter.

SEC. ll13. TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 856 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(l) TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.—For pur-
poses of this part—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘taxable REIT
subsidiary’ means, with respect to a real es-
tate investment trust, a corporation (other
than a real estate investment trust) if—

‘‘(A) such trust directly or indirectly owns
stock in such corporation, and

‘‘(B) such trust and such corporation joint-
ly elect that such corporation shall be treat-
ed as a taxable REIT subsidiary of such trust
for purposes of this part.
Such an election, once made, shall be irrev-
ocable unless both such trust and corpora-
tion consent to its revocation. Such election,
and any revocation thereof, may be made
without the consent of the Secretary.

‘‘(2) 35 PERCENT OWNERSHIP IN ANOTHER TAX-
ABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.—The term ‘taxable
REIT subsidiary’ includes, with respect to
any real estate investment trust, any cor-
poration (other than a real estate invest-
ment trust) with respect to which a taxable
REIT subsidiary of such trust owns directly
or indirectly—

‘‘(A) securities possessing more than 35
percent of the total voting power of the out-
standing securities of such corporation, or

‘‘(B) securities having a value of more than
35 percent of the total value of the out-
standing securities of such corporation.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to a
qualified REIT subsidiary (as defined in sub-
section (i)(2)). The rule of section 856(c)(7)
shall apply for purposes of subparagraph (B).

‘‘(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘taxable REIT
subsidiary’ shall not include—

‘‘(A) any corporation which directly or in-
directly operates or manages a lodging facil-
ity or a health care facility, and

‘‘(B) any corporation which directly or in-
directly provides to any other person (under
a franchise, license, or otherwise) rights to
any brand name under which any lodging fa-
cility or health care facility is operated.
Subparagraph (B) shall not apply to rights
provided to an eligible independent con-
tractor to operate or manage a lodging facil-
ity if such rights are held by such corpora-
tion as a franchisee, licensee, or in a similar
capacity and such lodging facility is either
owned by such corporation or is leased to
such corporation from the real estate invest-
ment trust.

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (3)—

‘‘(A) LODGING FACILITY.—The term ‘lodging
facility’ has the meaning given to such term
by paragraph (9)(D)(ii).

‘‘(B) HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—The term
‘health care facility’ has the meaning given
to such term by subsection (e)(6)(D)(ii).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 856(i) is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such
term shall not include a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary.’’.
SEC. ll14. LIMITATION ON EARNINGS STRIP-

PING.
Paragraph (3) of section 163( j) (relating to

limitation on deduction for interest on cer-
tain indebtedness) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (A), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) any interest paid or accrued (directly
or indirectly) by a taxable REIT subsidiary
(as defined in section 856(l)) of a real estate
investment trust to such trust.’’.
SEC. ll15. 100 PERCENT TAX ON IMPROPERLY

ALLOCATED AMOUNTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section

857 (relating to method of taxation of real es-
tate investment trusts and holders of shares
or certificates of beneficial interest) is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (7) and
(8) as paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively,
and by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(7) INCOME FROM REDETERMINED RENTS, RE-
DETERMINED DEDUCTIONS, AND EXCESS INTER-
EST.—

‘‘(A) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—There is hereby
imposed for each taxable year of the real es-
tate investment trust a tax equal to 100 per-
cent of redetermined rents, redetermined de-
ductions, and excess interest.

‘‘(B) REDETERMINED RENTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘redetermined

rents’ means rents from real property (as de-
fined in subsection 856(d)) the amount of
which would (but for subparagraph (E)) be re-
duced on distribution, apportionment, or al-
location under section 482 to clearly reflect
income as a result of services furnished or
rendered by a taxable REIT subsidiary of the
real estate investment trust to a tenant of
such trust.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES.—
Clause (i) shall not apply to amounts re-
ceived directly or indirectly by a real estate
investment trust for services described in
paragraph (1)(B) or (7)(C)(i) of section 856(d).

‘‘(iii) EXCEPTION FOR DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS.—
Clause (i) shall not apply to amounts de-
scribed in section 856(d)(7)(A) with respect to
a property to the extent such amounts do
not exceed the one percent threshold de-
scribed in section 856(d)(7)(B) with respect to
such property.

‘‘(iv) EXCEPTION FOR COMPARABLY PRICED
SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not apply to any
service rendered by a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of a real estate investment trust to a
tenant of such trust if—

‘‘(I) such subsidiary renders a significant
amount of similar services to persons other
than such trust and tenants of such trust
who are unrelated (within the meaning of
section 856(d)(8)(F)) to such subsidiary, trust,
and tenants, but

‘‘(II) only to the extent the charge for such
service so rendered is substantially com-
parable to the charge for the similar services
rendered to persons referred to in subclause
(I).

‘‘(v) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SEPARATELY
CHARGED SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not
apply to any service rendered by a taxable
REIT subsidiary of a real estate investment
trust to a tenant of such trust if—

‘‘(I) the rents paid to the trust by tenants
(leasing at least 25 percent of the net
leasable space in the trust’s property) who
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leasable space in the trust’s property) who
are not receiving such service from such sub-
sidiary are substantially comparable to the
rents paid by tenants leasing comparable
space who are receiving such service from
such subsidiary, and

‘‘(II) the charge for such service from such
subsidiary is separately stated.

‘‘(vi) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES
BASED ON SUBSIDIARY’S INCOME FROM THE
SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not apply to any
service rendered by a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of a real estate investment trust to a
tenant of such trust if the gross income of
such subsidiary from such service is not less
than 150 percent of such subsidiary’s direct
cost in furnishing or rendering the service.

‘‘(vii) EXCEPTIONS GRANTED BY SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary may waive the tax
otherwise imposed by subparagraph (A) if the
trust establishes to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that rents charged to tenants were
established on an arms’ length basis even
though a taxable REIT subsidiary of the
trust provided services to such tenants.

‘‘(C) REDETERMINED DEDUCTIONS.—The term
‘redetermined deductions’ means deductions
(other than redetermined rents) of a taxable
REIT subsidiary of a real estate investment
trust if the amount of such deductions would
(but for subparagraph (E)) be decreased on
distribution, apportionment, or allocation
under section 482 to clearly reflect income as
between such subsidiary and such trust.

‘‘(D) EXCESS INTEREST.—The term ‘excess
interest’ means any deductions for interest
payments by a taxable REIT subsidiary of a
real estate investment trust to such trust to
the extent that the interest payments are in
excess of a rate that is commercially reason-
able.

‘‘(E) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 482.—The
imposition of tax under subparagraph (A)
shall be in lieu of any distribution, appor-
tionment, or allocation under section 482.

‘‘(F) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary or appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this paragraph. Until the
Secretary prescribes such regulations, real
estate investment trusts and their taxable
REIT subsidiaries may base their allocations
on any reasonable method.’’.

(b) AMOUNT SUBJECT TO TAX NOT REQUIRED
TO BE DISTRIBUTED.—Subparagraph (E) of
section 857(b)(2) (relating to real estate in-
vestment trust taxable income) is amended
by striking ‘‘paragraph (5)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (5) and (7)’’.
SEC. ll16. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
sections ll11 through ll15 shall apply to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000.

(b) TRANSITIONAL RULES RELATED TO SEC-
TION ll11.—

(1) EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this paragraph, the amendment
made by section ll11 shall not apply to a
real estate investment trust with respect
to—

(i) securities of a corporation held directly
or indirectly by such trust on July 12, 1999,

(ii) securities of a corporation held by an
entity on July 12, 1999, if such trust acquires
control of such entity pursuant to a written
binding contract in effect on such date and
at all times thereafter before such acquisi-
tion,

(iii) securities received by such trust (or a
successor) in exchange for, or with respect
to, securities described in clause (i) or (ii) in
a transaction in which gain or loss is not
recognized, and

(iv) securities acquired directly or indi-
rectly by such trust as part of a reorganiza-

tion (as defined in section 368(a)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) with respect to
such trust if such securities are described in
clause (i), (ii), or (iii) with respect to any
other real estate investment trust.

(B) NEW TRADE OR BUSINESS OR SUBSTAN-
TIAL NEW ASSETS.—Subparagraph (A) shall
cease to apply to securities of a corporation
as of the first day after July 12, 1999, on
which such corporation engages in a substan-
tial new line of business, or acquires any
substantial asset, other than—

(i) pursuant to a binding contract in effect
on such date and at all times thereafter be-
fore the acquisition of such asset,

(ii) in a transaction in which gain or loss is
not recognized by reason of section 1031 or
1033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or

(iii) in a reorganization (as so defined) with
another corporation the securities of which
are described in paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section.

(C) LIMITATION ON TRANSITION RULES.—Sub-
paragraph (A) shall cease to apply to securi-
ties of a corporation held, acquired, or re-
ceived, directly or indirectly, by a real es-
tate investment trust as of the first day
after July 12, 1999, on which such trust ac-
quires any additional securities of such cor-
poration other than—

(i) pursuant to a binding contract in effect
on July 12, 1999, and at all times thereafter,
or

(ii) in a reorganization (as so defined) with
another corporation the securities of which
are described in paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section.

(2) TAX-FREE CONVERSION.—If—
(A) at the time of an election for a corpora-

tion to become a taxable REIT subsidiary,
the amendment made by section ll11 does
not apply to such corporation by reason of
paragraph (1), and

(B) such election first takes effect before
January 1, 2004,
such election shall be treated as a reorga-
nization qualifying under section 368(a)(1)(A)
of such Code.
SEC. ll17. HEALTH CARE REITS.

(a) SPECIAL FORECLOSURE RULE FOR
HEALTH CARE PROPERTIES.—Subsection (e) of
section 856 (relating to special rules for fore-
closure property) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR QUALIFIED HEALTH
CARE PROPERTIES.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) ACQUISITION AT EXPIRATION OF
LEASE.—The term ‘foreclosure property’
shall include any qualified health care prop-
erty acquired by a real estate investment
trust as the result of the termination of a
lease of such property (other than a termi-
nation by reason of a default, or the immi-
nence of a default, on the lease).

‘‘(B) GRACE PERIOD.—In the case of a quali-
fied health care property which is fore-
closure property solely by reason of subpara-
graph (A), in lieu of applying paragraphs (2)
and (3)—

‘‘(i) the qualified health care property shall
cease to be foreclosure property as of the
close of the second taxable year after the
taxable year in which such trust acquired
such property, and

‘‘(ii) if the real estate investment trust es-
tablishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that an extension of the grace period in
clause (i) is necessary to the orderly leasing
or liquidation of the trust’s interest in such
qualified health care property, the Secretary
may grant one or more extensions of the
grace period for such qualified health care
property.
Any such extension shall not extend the
grace period beyond the close of the 6th year
after the taxable year in which such trust
acquired such qualified health care property.

‘‘(C) INCOME FROM INDEPENDENT CONTRAC-
TORS.—For purposes of applying paragraph
(4)(C) with respect to qualified health care
property which is foreclosure property by
reason of subparagraph (A) or paragraph (1),
income derived or received by the trust from
an independent contractor shall be dis-
regarded to the extent such income is attrib-
utable to—

‘‘(i) any lease of property in effect on the
date the real estate investment trust ac-
quired the qualified health care property
(without regard to its renewal after such
date so long as such renewal is pursuant to
the terms of such lease as in effect on such
date), or

‘‘(ii) any lease of property entered into
after such date if—

‘‘(I) on such date, a lease of such property
from the trust was in effect, and

‘‘(II) under the terms of the new lease, such
trust receives a substantially similar or less-
er benefit in comparison to the lease referred
to in subclause (I).

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED HEALTH CARE PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

health care property’ means any real prop-
erty (including interests therein), and any
personal property incident to such real prop-
erty, which—

‘‘(I) is a health care facility, or
‘‘(II) is necessary or incidental to the use

of a health care facility.
‘‘(ii) HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—For purposes

of clause (i), the term ‘health care facility’
means a hospital, nursing facility, assisted
living facility, congregate care facility,
qualified continuing care facility (as defined
in section 7872(g)(4)), or other licensed facil-
ity which extends medical or nursing or an-
cillary services to patients and which, imme-
diately before the termination, expiration,
default, or breach of the lease of or mortgage
secured by such facility, was operated by a
provider of such services which was eligible
for participation in the medicare program
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act
with respect to such facility.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. ll18. CONFORMITY WITH REGULATED IN-

VESTMENT COMPANY RULES.
(a) DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENT.—Clauses (i)

and (ii) of section 857(a)(1)(A) (relating to re-
quirements applicable to real estate invest-
ment trusts) are each amended by striking
‘‘95 percent (90 percent for taxable years be-
ginning before January 1, 1980)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘90 percent’’.

(b) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—Clause (i) of sec-
tion 857(b)(5)(A) (relating to imposition of
tax in case of failure to meet certain require-
ments) is amended by striking ‘‘95 percent
(90 percent in the case of taxable years be-
ginning before January 1, 1980)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘90 percent’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. ll19. CLARIFICATION OF EXCEPTION FOR

INDEPENDENT OPERATORS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section

856(d) (relating to independent contractor de-
fined) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:
‘‘In the event that any class of stock of ei-
ther the real estate investment trust or such
person is regularly traded on an established
securities market, only persons who own, di-
rectly or indirectly, more than 5 percent of
such class of stock shall be taken into ac-
count as owning any of the stock of such
class for purposes of applying the 35 percent
limitation set forth in subparagraph (B) (but
all of the outstanding stock of such class
shall be considered outstanding in order to
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compute the denominator for purpose of de-
termining the applicable percentage of own-
ership).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. ll20. MODIFICATION OF EARNINGS AND

PROFITS RULES.
(a) RULES FOR DETERMINING WHETHER REG-

ULATED INVESTMENT COMPANY HAS EARNINGS
AND PROFITS FROM NON-RIC YEAR.—Sub-
section (c) of section 852 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTIONS TO MEET REQUIREMENTS
OF SUBSECTION (a)(2)(B).—Any distribution
which is made in order to comply with the
requirements of subsection (a)(2)(B)—

‘‘(A) shall be treated for purposes of this
subsection and subsection (a)(2)(B) as made
from the earliest earnings and profits accu-
mulated in any taxable year to which the
provisions of this part did not apply rather
than the most recently accumulated earn-
ings and profits, and

‘‘(B) to the extent treated under subpara-
graph (A) as made from accumulated earn-
ings and profits, shall not be treated as a dis-
tribution for purposes of subsection (b)(2)(D)
and section 855.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF REIT
SPILLOVER DIVIDEND RULES TO DISTRIBUTIONS
TO MEET QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—Sub-
paragraph (B) of section 857(d)(3) is amended
by inserting before the period ‘‘and section
858’’.

(c) APPLICATION OF DEFICIENCY DIVIDEND
PROCEDURES.—Paragraph (1) of section 852(e)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new sentence: ‘‘If the determination
under subparagraph (A) is solely as a result
of the failure to meet the requirements of
subsection (a)(2), the preceding sentence
shall also apply for purposes of applying sub-
section (a)(2) to the non-RIC year.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.
SEC. ll21. MODIFICATION OF ESTIMATED TAX

RULES FOR CLOSELY HELD REAL
ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section
6655 (relating to estimated tax by corpora-
tions) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN REIT DIVI-
DENDS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any dividend received
from a closely held real estate investment
trust by any person which owns (after appli-
cation of subsections (d)(5) and (l)(3)(B) of
section 856) 10 percent or more (by vote or
value) of the stock or beneficial interests in
the trust shall be taken into account in com-
puting annualized income installments
under paragraph (2) in a manner similar to
the manner under which partnership income
inclusions are taken into account.

‘‘(B) CLOSELY HELD REIT.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the term ‘closely held real
estate investment trust’ means a real estate
investment trust with respect to which 5 or
fewer persons own (after application of sub-
sections (d)(5) and (l)(3)(B) of section 856) 50
percent or more (by vote or value) of the
stock or beneficial interests in the trust.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to esti-
mated tax payments due on or after Novem-
ber 15, 1999.
SEC. ll22. CONTROLLED ENTITIES INELIGIBLE

FOR REIT STATUS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

856 (relating to definition of real estate in-
vestment trust) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6), by redesig-
nating paragraph (7) as paragraph (8), and by
inserting after paragraph (6) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(7) which is not a controlled entity (as de-
fined in subsection (l)); and’’.

(b) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—Section 856 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(l) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a)(7), an entity is a controlled entity
if, at any time during the taxable year, one
person (other than a qualified entity)—

‘‘(A) in the case of a corporation, owns
stock—

‘‘(i) possessing at least 50 percent of the
total voting power of the stock of such cor-
poration, or

‘‘(ii) having a value equal to at least 50 per-
cent of the total value of the stock of such
corporation, or

‘‘(B) in the case of a trust, owns beneficial
interests in the trust which would meet the
requirements of subparagraph (A) if such in-
terests were stock.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified entity’
means—

‘‘(A) any real estate investment trust, and
‘‘(B) any partnership in which one real es-

tate investment trust owns at least 50 per-
cent of the capital and profits interests in
the partnership.

‘‘(3) ATTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of
this paragraphs (1) and (2)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the
rules of subsections (d)(5) and (h)(3) shall
apply; except that section 318(a)(3)(C) shall
not be applied under such rules to treat
stock owned by a qualified entity as being
owned by a person which is not a qualified
entity.

‘‘(B) STAPLED ENTITIES.—A group of enti-
ties which are stapled entities (as defined in
section 269B(c)(2)) shall be treated as one
person.

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NEW REITS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘controlled en-

tity’ shall not include an incubator REIT.
‘‘(B) INCUBATOR REIT.—A corporation shall

be treated as an incubator REIT for any tax-
able year during the eligibility period if it
meets all the following requirements for
such year:

‘‘(i) The corporation elects to be treated as
an incubator REIT.

‘‘(ii) The corporation has only voting com-
mon stock outstanding.

‘‘(iii) Not more than 50 percent of the cor-
poration’s real estate assets consist of mort-
gages.

‘‘(iv) From not later than the beginning of
the last half of the second taxable year, at
least 10 percent of the corporation’s capital
is provided by lenders or equity investors
who are unrelated to the corporation’s larg-
est shareholder.

‘‘(v) The corporation annually increases
the value of its real estate assets by at least
10 percent.

‘‘(vi) The directors of the corporation
adopt a resolution setting forth an intent to
engage in a going public transaction.
No election may be made with respect to any
REIT if an election under this subsection
was in effect for any predecessor of such
REIT.

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The eligibility period

(for which an incubator REIT election can be
made) begins with the REIT’s second taxable
year and ends at the close of the REIT’s
third taxable year, except that the REIT
may, subject to clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv),
elect to extend such period for an additional
2 taxable years.

‘‘(ii) GOING PUBLIC TRANSACTION.—A REIT
may not elect to extend the eligibility period
under clause (i) unless it enters into an
agreement with the Secretary that if it does
not engage in a going public transaction by

the end of the extended eligibility period, it
shall pay Federal income taxes for the 2
years of the extended eligibility period as if
it had not made an incubator REIT election
and had ceased to qualify as a REIT for those
2 taxable years.

‘‘(iii) RETURNS, INTEREST, AND NOTICE.—
‘‘(I) RETURNS.—In the event the corpora-

tion ceases to be treated as a REIT by oper-
ation of clause (ii), the corporation shall file
any appropriate amended returns reflecting
the change in status within 3 months of the
close of the extended eligibility period.

‘‘(II) INTEREST.—Interest shall be payable
on any tax imposed by reason of clause (ii)
for any taxable year but, unless there was a
finding under subparagraph (D), no substan-
tial underpayment penalties shall be im-
posed.

‘‘(III) NOTICE.—The corporation shall, at
the same time it files its returns under sub-
clause (I), notify its shareholders and any
other persons whose tax position is, or may
reasonably be expected to be, affected by the
change in status so they also may file any
appropriate amended returns to conform
their tax treatment consistent with the cor-
poration’s loss of REIT status.

‘‘(IV) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
provide appropriate regulations setting forth
transferee liability and other provisions to
ensure collection of tax and the proper ad-
ministration of this provision.

‘‘(iv) Clauses (ii) and (iii) shall not apply if
the corporation allows its incubator REIT
status to lapse at the end of the initial 2-
year eligibility period without engaging in a
going public transaction if the corporation is
not a controlled entity as of the beginning of
its fourth taxable year. In such a case, the
corporation’s directors may still be liable for
the penalties described in subparagraph (D)
during the eligibility period.

‘‘(D) SPECIAL PENALTIES.—If the Secretary
determines that an incubator REIT election
was filed for a principal purpose other than
as part of a reasonable plan to undertake a
going public transaction, an excise tax of
$20,000 shall be imposed on each of the cor-
poration’s directors for each taxable year for
which an election was in effect.

‘‘(E) GOING PUBLIC TRANSACTION.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, a going public trans-
action means—

‘‘(i) a public offering of shares of the stock
of the incubator REIT;

‘‘(ii) a transaction, or series of trans-
actions, that results in the stock of the incu-
bator REIT being regularly traded on an es-
tablished securities market and that results
in at least 50 percent of such stock being
held by shareholders who are unrelated to
persons who held such stock before it began
to be so regularly traded; or

‘‘(iii) any transaction resulting in owner-
ship of the REIT by 200 or more persons (ex-
cluding the largest single shareholder) who
in the aggregate own at least 50 percent of
the stock of the REIT.
For the purposes of this subparagraph, the
rules of paragraph (3) shall apply in deter-
mining the ownership of stock.

‘‘(F) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘established
securities market’ shall have the meaning
set forth in the regulations under section
897.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 856(h) is amended by striking
‘‘and (6)’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘, (6), and (7)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after July 14, 1999.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING CONTROLLED EN-
TITIES.—The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to any entity which is a
controlled entity (as defined in section 856(l)
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of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
added by this section) as of July 14, 1999,
which is a real estate investment trust for
the taxable year which includes such date,
and which has significant business assets or
activities as of such date. For purposes of
the preceding sentence, an entity shall be
treated as such a controlled entity on July
14, 1999, if it becomes such an entity after
such date in a transaction—

(A) made pursuant to a written agreement
which was binding on such date and at all
times thereafter, or

(B) described on or before such date in a
filing with the Securities and Exchange
Commission required solely by reason of the
transaction.
SEC. ll23. MODIFICATION OF INDIVIDUAL ESTI-

MATED TAX SAFE HARBOR.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The table contained in

clause (i) of section 6654(d)(1)(C) (relating to
limitation on use of preceding year’s tax) is
amended by striking all matter beginning
with the item relating to 1999 or 2000 and in-
serting the following new items:

‘‘1999 ................................................ 106.5
2000 ................................................ 106
2001 ................................................ 112
2002 or thereafter .......................... 110’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment

made by this section shall apply with respect
to any installment payment for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

AMENDMENT NO. 2360
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. ll. AGRICULTURE TRADE NEGOTIATING

OBJECTIVES AND CONSULTATIONS
WITH CONGRESS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) United States agriculture contributes

positively to the United States balance of
trade and United States agricultural exports
support in excess of 1,000,000 United States
jobs;

(2) United States agriculture competes suc-
cessfully worldwide despite the fact that
United States producers are at a competitive
disadvantage because of the trade distorting
support and subsidy practices of other coun-
tries and despite the fact that significant
tariff and nontariff barriers exist to United
States exports; and

(3) a successful conclusion of the next
round of World Trade Organization negotia-
tions is critically important to the United
States agricultural sector.

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The agricultural trade ne-
gotiating objectives of the United States
with respect to the World Trade Organiza-
tion negotiations include—

(1) immediately eliminating all export sub-
sidies worldwide while maintaining bona fide
food aid and preserving United States mar-
ket development and export credit programs
that allow the United States to compete
with other foreign export promotion efforts;

(2) leveling the playing field for United
States producers of agricultural products by
eliminating blue box subsidies and dis-
ciplining domestic supports in a way that
forces producers to face world prices on all
production in excess of domestic food secu-
rity needs while allowing the preservation of
non-trade distorting programs to support
family farms and rural communities;

(3) disciplining state trading enterprises by
insisting on transparency and banning dis-
criminatory pricing practices that amount
to de facto export subsidies so that the en-
terprises do not (except in cases of bona fide
food aid) sell in foreign markets at prices
below domestic market prices or prices
below the full costs of acquiring and deliv-
ering agricultural products to the foreign
markets;

(4) insisting that the Sanitary and
Phytosanitary Accord agreed to in the Uru-
guay Round applies to new technologies, in-
cluding biotechnology, and clarifying that
labeling requirements to allow consumers to
make choices regarding biotechnology prod-
ucts or other regulatory requirements can-
not be used as disguised barriers to trade;

(5) increasing opportunities for United
States exports of agricultural products by
first reducing tariff and nontariff barriers to
trade to the same or lower levels than exist
in the United States and then eliminating
barriers, such as—

(A) restrictive or trade distorting practices
that adversely impact perishable or cyclical
products;

(B) restrictive rules in the administration
of tariff-rate quotas; and

(C) unjustified sanitary and phytosanitary
restrictions or other unjustified technical
barriers to agricultural trade;

(6) encouraging government policies that
avoid price-depressing surpluses; and

(7) strengthening dispute settlement proce-
dures so that countries cannot maintain un-
justified restrictions on United States ex-
ports in contravention of their commit-
ments.

(c) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESSIONAL
COMMITTEES.—

(1) CONSULTATION BEFORE OFFER MADE.—Be-
fore the United States Trade Representative
negotiates a trade agreement that would re-
duce tariffs on agricultural products or re-
quire a change in United States agricultural
law, the United States Trade Representative
shall consult with the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry and the
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the
Committee on Agriculture and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of
Representatives.

(2) CONSULTATION BEFORE AGREEMENT INI-
TIALED.—Not less than 48 hours before ini-
tialing an agreement relating to agricultural
trade negotiated under the auspices of the
World Trade Organization, the United States
Trade Representative shall consult closely
with the committees referred to in para-
graph (1) regarding—

(A) the details of the agreement;
(B) the potential impact of the agreement

on United States agricultural producers; and
(C) any changes in United States law nec-

essary to implement the agreement.
(3) NO SECRET SIDE DEALS.—Any agreement

or other understanding (whether verbal or in
writing) that relates to agricultural trade
that is not disclosed to the Congress before
legislation implementing a trade agreement
is introduced in either house of Congress
shall not be considered to be part of the
agreement approved by Congress and shall
have no force and effect under United States
law or in any dispute settlement body.

(d) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) reaching a successful agreement on ag-
riculture should be the top priority of United
States negotiators; and

(2) if the primary competitors of the
United States do not reduce their trade dis-
torting domestic supports and export sub-
sidies in accordance with the negotiating ob-
jectives expressed in this section, the United
States should increase its support and sub-
sidy levels to level the playing field in order
to improve United States farm income and
to encourage United States competitors to
eliminate export subsidies and domestic sup-
ports that are harmful to United States
farmers and ranchers.

CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 2361

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. CONRAD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the end, insert the following new title:

TITLE ll—CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL
FOR UNILATERAL SANCTIONS

SEC.ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Food and

Medicine for the World Act’’.
SEC. ll02. REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL

APPROVAL OF ANY UNILATERAL AG-
RICULTURAL OR MEDICAL SANC-
TION.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602).

(2) AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM.—The term
‘‘agricultural program’’ means—

(A) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et. seq.);

(B) any program administered under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431);

(C) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5601
et. seq.);

(D) the dairy export incentive program ad-
ministered under section 153 of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a–14);

(E) any commercial export sale of agricul-
tural commodities; or

(F) any export financing (including credits
or credit guarantees) provided by the United
States Government for agricultural com-
modities.

(3) JOINT RESOLUTION.—The term ‘‘joint
resolution’’ means—

(A) in the case of subsection (b)(1)(B), only
a joint resolution introduced within 10 ses-
sion days of Congress after the date on which
the report of the President under subsection
(b)(1)(A) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section
ll02(b)(1)(A) of the Food and Medicine for
the World Act, transmitted on
lllllll.’’, with the blank completed
with the appropriate date; and

(B) in the case of subsection (e)(2), only a
joint resolution introduced within 10 session
days of Congress after the date on which the
report of the President under subsection
(e)(1) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section ll02(e)(1)
of the Food and Medicine for the World Act,
transmitted on lllllll.’’, with the
blank completed with the appropriate date.

(4) MEDICAL DEVICE.—The term ‘‘medical
device’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).

(5) MEDICINE.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has
the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).

(6) UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL SANCTION.—
The term ‘‘unilateral agricultural sanction’’
means any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on carrying out an agricultural program
with respect to a foreign country or foreign
entity that is imposed by the United States
for reasons of foreign policy or national se-
curity, except in a case in which the United
States imposes the measure pursuant to a
multilateral regime and the other member
countries of that regime have agreed to im-
pose substantially equivalent measures.

(7) UNILATERAL MEDICAL SANCTION.—The
term ‘‘unilateral medical sanction’’ means
any prohibition, restriction, or condition on
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exports of, or the provision of assistance con-
sisting of, medicine or a medical device with
respect to a foreign country or foreign entity
that is imposed by the United States for rea-
sons of foreign policy or national security,
except in a case in which the United States
imposes the measure pursuant to a multilat-
eral regime and the other member countries
of that regime have agreed to impose sub-
stantially equivalent measures.

(b) RESTRICTION.—
(1) NEW SANCTIONS.—Except as provided in

subsections (c) and (d) and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the President
may not impose a unilateral agricultural
sanction or unilateral medical sanction
against a foreign country or foreign entity,
unless—

(A) not later than 60 days before the sanc-
tion is proposed to be imposed, the President
submits a report to Congress that—

(i) describes the activity proposed to be
prohibited, restricted, or conditioned; and

(ii) describes the actions by the foreign
country or foreign entity that justify the
sanction; and

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under subparagraph (A).

(2) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), with respect to any unilat-
eral agricultural sanction or unilateral med-
ical sanction that is in effect as of the date
of enactment of this Act, the President shall
terminate the sanction.

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to a unilateral agricultural sanc-
tion or unilateral medical sanction imposed
with respect to—

(i) any program administered under section
416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1431);

(ii) the Export Credit Guarantee Program
(GSM-102) or the Intermediate Export Credit
Guarantee Program (GSM-103) established
under section 202 of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622); or

(iii) the dairy export incentive program ad-
ministered under section 153 of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a–14).

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (b) shall not
affect any authority or requirement to im-
pose (or continue to impose) a sanction re-
ferred to in subsection (b)—

(1) against a foreign country or foreign en-
tity with respect to which Congress has en-
acted a declaration of war that is in effect on
or after the date of enactment of this Act; or

(2) to the extent that the sanction would
prohibit, restrict, or condition the provision
or use of any agricultural commodity, medi-
cine, or medical device that is—

(A) controlled on the United States Muni-
tions List established under section 38 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778);

(B) controlled on any control list estab-
lished under the Export Administration Act
of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 et seq.); or

(C) used to facilitate the development or
production of a chemical or biological weap-
on or weapon of mass destruction.

(d) COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL
TERRORISM.—Subsection (b) shall not affect
the prohibitions in effect on or after the date
of enactment of this Act under section 620A
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2371) on providing, to the government
of any country supporting international ter-
rorism, United States government assist-
ance, including United States foreign assist-
ance, United States export assistance, or any
United States credits or credit guarantees.

(e) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—Any uni-
lateral agricultural sanction or unilateral
medical sanction that is imposed pursuant to
the procedures described in subsection (b)(1)
shall terminate not later than 2 years after

the date on which the sanction became effec-
tive unless—

(1) not later than 60 days before the date of
termination of the sanction, the President
submits to Congress a report containing the
recommendation of the President for the
continuation of the sanction for an addi-
tional period of not to exceed 2 years and the
request of the President for approval by Con-
gress of the recommendation; and

(2) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under paragraph (1).

(f) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) REFERRAL OF REPORT.—A report de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1)(A) or (e)(1) shall
be referred to the appropriate committee or
committees of the House of Representatives
and to the appropriate committee or com-
mittees of the Senate.

(2) REFERRAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A joint resolution shall

be referred to the committees in each House
of Congress with jurisdiction.

(B) REPORTING DATE.—A joint resolution
referred to in subparagraph (A) may not be
reported before the eighth session day of
Congress after the introduction of the joint
resolution.

(3) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If the com-
mittee to which is referred a joint resolution
has not reported the joint resolution (or an
identical joint resolution) at the end of 30
session days of Congress after the date of in-
troduction of the joint resolution—

(A) the committee shall be discharged from
further consideration of the joint resolution;
and

(B) the joint resolution shall be placed on
the appropriate calendar of the House con-
cerned.

(4) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—
(A) MOTION TO PROCEED.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to

which a joint resolution is referred has re-
ported, or when a committee is discharged
under paragraph (3) from further consider-
ation of, a joint resolution—

(I) it shall be at any time thereafter in
order (even though a previous motion to the
same effect has been disagreed to) for any
member of the House concerned to move to
proceed to the consideration of the joint res-
olution; and

(II) all points of order against the joint res-
olution (and against consideration of the
joint resolution) are waived.

(ii) PRIVILEGE.—The motion to proceed to
the consideration of the joint resolution—

(I) shall be highly privileged in the House
of Representatives and privileged in the Sen-
ate; and

(II) not debatable.
(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN

ORDER.—The motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of the joint resolution shall not be
subject to—

(I) amendment;
(II) a motion to postpone; or
(III) a motion to proceed to the consider-

ation of other business.
(iv) MOTION TO RECONSIDER NOT IN ORDER.—

A motion to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall
not be in order.

(v) BUSINESS UNTIL DISPOSITION.—If a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the
joint resolution is agreed to, the joint reso-
lution shall remain the unfinished business
of the House concerned until disposed of.

(B) LIMITATIONS ON DEBATE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Debate on the joint reso-

lution, and on all debatable motions and ap-
peals in connection with the joint resolution,
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours,
which shall be divided equally between those
favoring and those opposing the joint resolu-
tion.

(ii) FURTHER DEBATE LIMITATIONS.—A mo-
tion to limit debate shall be in order and
shall not be debatable.

(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN

ORDER.—An amendment to, a motion to post-
pone, a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of other business, a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution, or a motion to re-
consider the vote by which the joint resolu-
tion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be
in order.

(C) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately
following the conclusion of the debate on a
joint resolution, and a single quorum call at
the conclusion of the debate if requested in
accordance with the rules of the House con-
cerned, the vote on final passage of the joint
resolution shall occur.

(D) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
An appeal from a decision of the Chair relat-
ing to the application of the rules of the Sen-
ate or House of Representatives, as the case
may be, to the procedure relating to a joint
resolution shall be decided without debate.

(5) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER

HOUSE.—If, before the passage by 1 House of
a joint resolution of that House, that House
receives from the other House a joint resolu-
tion, the following procedures shall apply:

(A) NO COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—The joint
resolution of the other House shall not be re-
ferred to a committee.

(B) FLOOR PROCEDURE.—With respect to a
joint resolution of the House receiving the
joint resolution—

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the
same as if no joint resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on
the joint resolution of the other House.

(C) DISPOSITION OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF

RECEIVING HOUSE.—On disposition of the joint
resolution received from the other House, it
shall no longer be in order to consider the
joint resolution originated in the receiving
House.

(6) PROCEDURES AFTER ACTION BY BOTH THE

HOUSE AND SENATE.—If a House receives a
joint resolution from the other House after
the receiving House has disposed of a joint
resolution originated in that House, the ac-
tion of the receiving House with regard to
the disposition of the joint resolution origi-
nated in that House shall be deemed to be
the action of the receiving House with regard
to the joint resolution originated in the
other House.

(7) RULEMAKING POWER.—This paragraph is
enacted by Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such this paragraph—

(i) is deemed to be a part of the rules of
each House, respectively, but applicable only
with respect to the procedure to be followed
in that House in the case of a joint resolu-
tion; and

(ii) supersedes other rules only to the ex-
tent that this paragraph is inconsistent with
those rules; and

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as the rules relate to the proce-
dure of that House) at any time, in the same
manner and to the same extent as in the case
of any other rule of that House.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), this section takes effect on
the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—In the case of any
unilateral agricultural sanction or unilat-
eral medical sanction that is in effect as of
the date of enactment of this Act, this sec-
tion takes effect 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act.
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WELLSTONE AMENDMENTS NOS.

2362–2366
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted five

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2362
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC

FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAN-
DIDATES.

Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary
public financing system which applies to a
candidate for election to Federal office,
other than the office of President or Vice-
President, from such State who agrees to
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures
in connection with the election in exchange
for full or partial public financing from a
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any
person to take any action in violation of the
provisions of this Act.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2363
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC

FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAN-
DIDATES.

Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary
public financing system which applies to a
candidate for election to Federal office,
other than the office of President or Vice-
President, from such State who agrees to
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures
in connection with the election in exchange
for full or partial public financing from a
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any
person to take any action in violation of the
provisions of this Act.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2364
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC

FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAN-
DIDATES.

Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary
public financing system which applies to a
candidate for election to Federal office,
other than the office of President or Vice-
President, from such State who agrees to
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures
in connection with the election in exchange
for full or partial public financing from a
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any
person to take any action in violation of the
provisions of this Act.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2365
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC

FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAN-
DIDATES.

Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by

adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary
public financing system which applies to a
candidate for election to Federal office,
other than the office of President or Vice-
President, from such State who agrees to
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures
in connection with the election in exchange
for full or partial public financing from a
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any
person to take any action in violation of the
provisions of this Act.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2366
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. STATE PROVIDED VOLUNTARY PUBLIC

FINANCING OF FEDERAL CAN-
DIDATES.

Section 403 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 453) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The pre-
ceding sentence shall not be interpreted to
prohibit a State from enacting a voluntary
public financing system which applies to a
candidate for election to Federal office,
other than the office of President or Vice-
President, from such State who agrees to
limit acceptance of contributions, use of per-
sonal funds, and the making of expenditures
in connection with the election in exchange
for full or partial public financing from a
State fund with respect to the election, ex-
cept that such system shall not allow any
person to take any action in violation of the
provisions of this Act.’’.

DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2367

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr.

LIEBERMAN, Mr. ASHCROFT, and Mr.
BOND) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. RELIQUIDATION OF CERTAIN NUCLEAR

FUEL ASSEMBLIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section

514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1514) or
any other provision of law, upon proper re-
quest filed with the Secretary of the Treas-
ury not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall—

(1) reliquidate as free of duty the entries
listed in subsection (b); and

(2) refund any duties paid with respect to
such entries as shown on Customs Service
Collection Receipt Number 527006753.

(b) ENTRIES.—The entries referred to in
subsection (a) are as follows:
Entry Number

Date of Entry
062-2320014-5 .................... January 16, 1996
062-2320085-5 .................... February 13, 1996
839-4030989-7 .................... January 25, 1996
839-4031053-1 .................... December 2, 1996
839-4031591-0 .................... January 21, 1997.

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2368

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. BINGA-

MAN, and Mrs. MURRAY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, add the following
new title:

TITLE ll—FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL
EXPORT SUBSIDIES

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Agricul-

tural Trade Fairness Act of 1999’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) United States agricultural producers

are facing financial ruin due to unantici-
pated declines in prices for agricultural com-
modities;

(2) foreign export subsidies of agricultural
commodities depress prices further and pre-
vent access to export markets by United
States agricultural producers;

(3) the European Union, the entity that
provides by far the largest agricultural ex-
port subsidies, provides 84 percent of the ag-
ricultural export subsidies provided in the
world;

(4) the export enhancement program car-
ried out by the United States under section
301 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7
U.S.C. 5651) is authorized to be funded at
over $500,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1998
through 2000 (consistent with the Uruguay
Round reduction commitments), but has
been funded at well below the authorized lev-
els; and

(5) the European Union continues to use
agricultural export subsidies to bridge the
gap between high domestic support prices
and lower world prices, resulting in extreme
market distortions.
SEC. ll03. RESPONSE TO UNFAIR TRADE PRAC-

TICES BY EUROPEAN UNION.
Title III of the Agricultural Trade Act of

1978 (7 U.S.C. 5651 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 304. RESPONSE TO UNFAIR TRADE PRAC-

TICES BY EUROPEAN UNION.
‘‘(a) REDUCTION OF AGRICULTURAL EXPORT

SUBSIDIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If by January 1, 2002, the

European Union does not reduce agricultural
export subsidies by at least 50 percent of the
level of agricultural export subsidies pro-
vided as of October 1, 1999 (as determined by
the Secretary), the Secretary shall take ap-
propriate measures to protect the interests
of producers of United States agricultural
commodities and ensure the international
competitiveness of United States agri-
culture.

‘‘(2) MEASURES.—In carrying out paragraph
(1), the Secretary shall, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable—

‘‘(A) target the European Union’s most
sensitive export markets for feed grains; and

‘‘(B) make available to carry out the ex-
port enhancement program under section
301(e)(1) not more than $1,000,000,000 to en-
courage the commercial sale of United
States agricultural commodities in the chief
export markets of the European Union.

‘‘(b) ELIMINATION OF AGRICULTURAL EXPORT
SUBSIDIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If by January 1, 2003, the
European Union and the United States do
not enter into an agricultural trade agree-
ment under which the European Union
agrees to eliminate agricultural export sub-
sidies (as determined by the Secretary), the
Secretary shall take appropriate measures to
protect the interests of producers of United
States agricultural commodities and ensure
the international competitiveness of United
States agriculture.

‘‘(2) MEASURES.—In carrying out paragraph
(1), the Secretary shall, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable—

‘‘(A) target the European Union’s most
sensitive export markets for feed grains;

‘‘(B) make available to carry out the ex-
port enhancement program under section
301(e)(1) not more than $2,000,000,000 to en-
courage the commercial sale of United
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courage the commercial sale of United
States agricultural commodities in the chief
export markets of the European Union;

‘‘(C) increase the amount of funds made
available to carry out direct credit programs
and export credit guarantee programs under
subsections (a) and (b) of section 211 to pro-
mote the commercial export sale of United
States agricultural commodities in the chief
export markets of the European Union; and

‘‘(D) increase the amount of funds made
available to carry out the market access pro-
gram under section 211(c)(1) to encourage the
development, maintenance, and expansion of
commercial export markets for United
States agricultural commodities in the chief
export markets of the European Union.’’.

BAUCUS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2369

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.

GRAMS, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. WYDEN)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the bill, H.R.
434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. ENVIRONMENTAL GOODS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) United States trade policy should facili-
tate export of American products which im-
prove the quality of life.

(2) United States firms possess a variety of
technologies which can measure, limit, and
prevent environmental damage.

(3) The World Trade Organization is consid-
ering a proposal generated in the Asia Pa-
cific Economic Cooperation (APEC) to re-
duce barriers to trade in environmental
products. The proposal includes the elimi-
nation of tariff barriers on such products.

(4) Eliminating such tariffs would benefit
both the environment and United States ex-
porters.

(5) The President, after consultation with
Congress, should have the authority to enter
into a broad-based agreement to eliminate
tariff barriers with respect to environmental
products under the auspices of the World
Trade Organization.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to reduce barriers to international trade
in environmental products.

(c) PROCLAMATION AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the President deter-

mines that any existing duty or other import
restriction of any foreign country or the
United States is unduly burdening or re-
stricting the foreign trade of the United
States with respect to an environmental
product described in paragraph (2) and the
United States enters into an agreement to
eliminate or reduce the duty or remove the
burden or restriction with respect to such
product as part of a multilateral negotiation
under the auspices of the World Trade Orga-
nization, the President may proclaim the
elimination or staged rate reductions of any
duty on such environmental product.

(2) ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCT DESCRIBED.—
An environmental product described in this
paragraph means—

(A) any product used to measure, prevent,
limit, or correct environmental damage to
water, air, and soil;

(B) any product used to address environ-
mental problems related to waste, noise, and
ecosystems; and

(C) any technology, process, and product
which reduces environmental risk and mini-
mizes pollution or use of materials.

(3) CONSULTATION AND LAYOVER.—Any duty
elimination or staged rate reduction pro-
vided for in this section may be proclaimed
only if the President—

(A) has obtained advice regarding the pro-
posed action from the appropriate advisory
committees established under section 135 of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2155) and the
International Trade Commission;

(B) has submitted a report to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate that sets forth—

(i) the action proposed to be proclaimed;
(ii) the reasons for such action; and
(iii) the advice obtained under subpara-

graph (A); and
(C) has consulted with the committees re-

garding the proposed action during the 60-
calendar day period, beginning on the first
day after the day on which the President has
met the requirements of subparagraphs (A)
and (B).

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 2370
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. ll. CREDIT FOR MEDICAL RESEARCH RE-

LATED TO DEVELOPING VACCINES
AGAINST WIDESPREAD DISEASES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to business re-
lated credits) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 45D. CREDIT FOR MEDICAL RESEARCH RE-

LATED TO DEVELOPING VACCINES
AGAINST WIDESPREAD DISEASES.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-
tion 38, the vaccine research credit deter-
mined under this section for the taxable year
is an amount equal to 30 percent of the quali-
fied vaccine research expenses for the tax-
able year.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED VACCINE RESEARCH EX-
PENSES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED VACCINE RESEARCH EX-
PENSES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘qualified
vaccine research expenses’ means the
amounts which are paid or incurred by the
taxpayer during the taxable year which
would be described in subsection (b) of sec-
tion 41 if such subsection were applied with
the modifications set forth in subparagraph
(B).

‘‘(B) MODIFICATIONS.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), subsection (b) of section 41
shall be applied—

‘‘(i) by substituting ‘vaccine research’ for
‘qualified research’ each place it appears in
paragraphs (2) and (3) of such subsection, and

‘‘(ii) by substituting ‘75 percent’ for ‘65 per-
cent’ in paragraph (3)(A) of such subsection.

‘‘(C) EXCLUSION FOR AMOUNTS FUNDED BY
GRANTS, ETC.—The term ‘qualified vaccine
research expenses’ shall not include any
amount to the extent such amount is funded
by any grant, contract, or otherwise by an-
other person (or any governmental entity).

‘‘(2) VACCINE RESEARCH.—The term ‘vaccine
research’ means research to develop vaccines
and microbicides for—

‘‘(A) malaria,
‘‘(B) tuberculosis, or
‘‘(C) HIV.
‘‘(c) COORDINATION WITH CREDIT FOR IN-

CREASING RESEARCH EXPENDITURES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), any qualified vaccine research
expenses for a taxable year to which an elec-
tion under this section applies shall not be
taken into account for purposes of deter-
mining the credit allowable under section 41
for such taxable year.

‘‘(2) EXPENSES INCLUDED IN DETERMINING
BASE PERIOD RESEARCH EXPENSES.—Any
qualified vaccine research expenses for any

taxable year which are qualified research ex-
penses (within the meaning of section 41(b))
shall be taken into account in determining
base period research expenses for purposes of
applying section 41 to subsequent taxable
years.

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATIONS ON FOREIGN TESTING.—No

credit shall be allowed under this section
with respect to any vaccine research (other
than human clinical testing) conducted out-
side the United States by any entity which is
not registered with the Secretary.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—
Rules similar to the rules of paragraphs (1)
and (2) of section 41(f) shall apply for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(3) ELECTION.—This section (other than
subsection (e)) shall apply to any taxpayer
for any taxable year only if such taxpayer
elects to have this section apply for such
taxable year.

‘‘(e) SHAREHOLDER EQUITY INVESTMENT
CREDIT IN LIEU OF RESEARCH CREDIT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
38, the vaccine research credit determined
under this section for the taxable year shall
include an amount equal to 20 percent of the
amount paid by the taxpayer to acquire
qualified research stock in a corporation if—

‘‘(A) the amount received by the corpora-
tion for such stock is used within 18 months
after the amount is received to pay qualified
vaccine research expenses of the corporation
for which a credit would (but for subpara-
graph (B) and subsection (d)(3)) be deter-
mined under this section, and

‘‘(B) the corporation waives its right to the
credit determined under this section for the
qualified vaccine research expenses which
are paid with such amount.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED RESEARCH STOCK.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified re-
search stock’ means any stock in a C
corporation—

‘‘(A) which is originally issued after the
date of the enactment of the Lifesaving Vac-
cine Technology Act of 1999,

‘‘(B) which is acquired by the taxpayer at
its original issue (directly or through an un-
derwriter) in exchange for money or other
property (not including stock), and

‘‘(C) as of the date of issuance, such cor-
poration meets the gross assets tests of sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) of section 1202(d)(1).’’

(b) INCLUSION IN GENERAL BUSINESS CRED-
IT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 38(b) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to current
year business credit) is amended by striking
‘‘plus’’ at the end of paragraph (11), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (12)
and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(13) the vaccine research credit deter-
mined under section 45D.’’.

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—Section 39(d) of such
Code (relating to transitional rules) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(9) NO CARRYBACK OF SECTION 45D CREDIT
BEFORE ENACTMENT.—No portion of the un-
used business credit for any taxable year
which is attributable to the vaccine research
credit determined under section 45D may be
carried back to a taxable year ending before
the date of the enactment of section 45D.’’.

(c) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section
280C of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to certain expenses for which credits
are allowable) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) CREDIT FOR QUALIFIED VACCINE RE-
SEARCH EXPENSES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed for that portion of the qualified vac-
cine research expenses (as defined in section
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45D(b)) otherwise allowable as a deduction
for the taxable year which is equal to the
amount of the credit determined for such
taxable year under section 45D(a).

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)
of subsection (c) shall apply for purposes of
this subsection.’’.

(d) DEDUCTION FOR UNUSED PORTION OF
CREDIT.—Section 196(c) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 (defining qualified business
credits) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of paragraph (7), by striking the period
at the end of paragraph (8) and inserting ‘‘,
and’’, and by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(9) the vaccine research credit determined
under section 45D(a) (other than such credit
determined under the rules of section
280C(d)(2)).’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 45D. Credit for medical research re-
lated to developing vaccines
against widespread diseases.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid or incurred after December 31, 1999, in
taxable years ending after such date.

(g) DISTRIBUTION OF VACCINES DEVELOPED
USING CREDIT.—It is the sense of Congress
that if a tax credit is allowed under section
45D of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as
added by subsection (a)) to any corporation
or shareholder of a corporation by reason of
vaccine research expenses incurred by the
corporation in the development of a vaccine,
such corporation should certify to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury that, within 1 year
after that vaccine is first licensed, such cor-
poration will establish a good faith plan to
maximize international access to high qual-
ity and affordable vaccines.

(h) STUDY.—The Secretary of the Treasury,
in consultation with the Institute of Medi-
cine, shall conduct a study of the effective-
ness of the credit under section 45D of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (as so added) in
stimulating vaccine research. Not later than
the date which is 4 years after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
submit to the Congress the results of such
study together with any recommendations
the Secretary may have to improve the ef-
fectiveness of such credit in stimulating vac-
cine research.

(i) ACCELERATION OF INTRODUCTION OF PRI-
ORITY VACCINES.—It is the sense of Congress
that the President and Federal agencies (in-
cluding the Department of State, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, and the
Department of the Treasury) should work to-
gether in vigorous support of the creation
and funding of a multi-lateral, international
effort, such as a vaccine purchase fund, to
accelerate the introduction of vaccines to
which the tax credit under section 45D of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as so added)
applies and of other priority vaccines into
the poorest countries in the world.

(j) FLEXIBLE PRICING.—It is the sense of
Congress that flexible or differential pricing
for vaccines, providing lowered prices for the
poorest countries, is one of several valid
strategies to accelerate the introduction of
vaccines in developing countries.

HARKIN AMENDMENT NO. 2371

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HARKIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. GOODS MADE WITH FORCED OR INDEN-

TURED LABOR.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 307 of the Tariff

Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1307) is amended—
(1) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘;

but in no case’’ and all that follows to the
end period; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘‘For purposes of this section, the
term ‘forced labor or/and indentured labor’
includes forced or indentured child labor.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by

subsection (a)(1) applies to goods entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption,
on or after the date that is 15 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(2) CHILD LABOR.—The amendment made by
subsection (a)(2) takes effect on the date of
enactment of this Act.

SANTORUM AMENDMENT NO. 2372

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SANTORUM submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 22, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following new section:
SEC. 116. STUDY ON IMPROVING AFRICAN AGRI-

CULTURAL PRACTICES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States De-

partment of Agriculture, in consultation
with American Land Grant Colleges and Uni-
versities and not-for-profit international or-
ganizations, is authorized to conduct a two-
year study on ways to improve the flow of
American farming techniques and practices
to African farmers. The study conducted by
the Department of Agriculture shall include
an examination of ways of improving or
utilizing—

(1) knowledge of insect and sanitation pro-
cedures;

(2) modern farming and soil conservation
techniques;

(3) modern farming equipment (including
maintaining the equipment);

(4) marketing crop yields to prospective
purchasers; and

(5) crop maximization practices.
The study shall be submitted to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate and the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
not later than September 30, 2001.

(b) LAND GRANT COLLEGES AND NOT-FOR-
PROFIT INSTITUTIONS.—The Department of
Agriculture is encouraged to consult with
American Land Grant Colleges and not-for-
profit international organizations that have
firsthand knowledge of current African farm-
ing practices.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—There is
authorized to be appropriated $2,000,000 to
conduct the study described in subsection
(a).

COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 2373

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. COVERDELL submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON BENEFITS.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, a country that is otherwise entitled to
receive beneficial trade preferences or treat-
ment with the United States under this Act
shall not be entitled to such benefits unless

and until the President certifies to Congress
that such country has in place, and enforces,
laws adequate to prevent their country’s fi-
nancial systems from being used to cir-
cumvent the criminal laws of the United
States relating to money laundering and
other illegal financial activities.

HOLLINGS AMENDMENT NOS. 2374–
2391

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HOLLINGS submitted 18 amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2374
Strike all after the first word and insert

the following:
SEC.ll. MINIMUM WAGE.

(a) INCREASE.—Paragraph (1) of section 6(a)
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29
U.S.C. 206(a)(1)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(1) except as otherwise provided in this
section, not less than—

‘‘(A) $5.65 an hour during the year begin-
ning on December 1, 2000; and

‘‘(B) $6.15 an hour beginning on January 1,
2001;’’.

(b) APPLICATION TO COMMONWEALTH OF THE
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS.—The provi-
sions of section 6 of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206) shall apply to
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands.

AMENDMENT NO. 2375
Strike all after the first word and insert

the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform
Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL

INTEREST INFLUENCE

Sec. 101. Soft money of political parties.
Sec. 102. Increased contribution limits for

State committees of political parties and
aggregate contribution limit for individ-
uals.

Sec. 103. Reporting requirements.
TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND

COORDINATED EXPENDITURES

Sec. 201. Definitions.
Sec. 202. Express advocacy determined with-

out regard to background music.
Sec. 203. Civil penalty.
Sec. 204. Reporting requirements for certain

independent expenditures.
Sec. 205. Independent versus coordinated ex-

penditures by party.
Sec. 206. Coordination with candidates.

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE

Sec. 301. Filing of reports using computers
and facsimile machines.

Sec. 302. Prohibition of deposit of contribu-
tions with incomplete contributor infor-
mation.

Sec. 303. Audits.
Sec. 304. Reporting requirements for con-

tributions of $50 or more.
Sec. 305. Use of candidates’ names.
Sec. 306. Prohibition of false representation

to solicit contributions.
Sec. 307. Soft money of persons other than

political parties.
Sec. 308. Campaign advertising.

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION

Sec. 401. Voluntary personal funds expendi-
ture limit.

Sec. 402. Political party committee coordi-
nated expenditures.
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TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 501. Codification of Beck decision.
Sec. 502. Use of contributed amounts for cer-

tain purposes.
Sec. 503. Limit on congressional use of the

franking privilege.
Sec. 504. Prohibition of fundraising on Fed-

eral property.
Sec. 505. Penalties for violations.
Sec. 506. Strengthening foreign money ban.
Sec. 507. Prohibition of contributions by mi-

nors.
Sec. 508. Expedited procedures.
Sec. 509. Initiation of enforcement pro-

ceeding.
Sec. 510. Protecting equal participation of el-

igible voters in campaigns and elections.
Sec. 511. Penalty for violation of prohibition

against foreign contributions.
Sec. 512. Expedited court review of certain

alleged violations of Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.

Sec. 513. Conspiracy to violate presidential
campaign spending limits.

Sec. 514. Deposit of certain contributions and
donations in Treasury account.

Sec. 515. Establishment of a clearinghouse of
information on political activities within
the Federal Election Commission.

Sec. 516. Enforcement of spending limit on
presidential and vice presidential condi-
tions who received public financing.

Sec. 517. Clarification of right of nationals of
the United States to make political con-
tributions.

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Sec. 601. Establishment and purpose of Com-
mission.

Sec. 602. Membership of Commission.
Sec. 603. Powers of Commission.
Sec. 604. Administrative provisions.
Sec. 605. Report and recommended legisla-

tion.
Sec. 606. Expedited congressional consider-

ation of legislation.
Sec. 607. Termination.
Sec. 608. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE
HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

Sec. 701. Prohibiting use of White House
means and accommodations for political
fundraising.

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS
REGARDING FUNDRAISING ON FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

Sec. 801. Sense of the Congress regarding ap-
plicability of controlling legal authority
of fundraising on Federal government
property.

TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION
TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

Sec. 901. Prohibition against acceptance or
solicitation to obtain access to certain
Federal government property.

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY

Sec. 1001. Requiring national parties to reim-
burse at cost for use of Air Force One for
political fundraising.

TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF
WALKING AROUND MONEY

Sec. 1101. Prohibiting campaigns from pro-
viding currently to individuals for pur-
poses of encouraging turnout on date of
election.

TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT
OF CAMPAIGN LAW

Sec. 1201. Enhancing enforcement of cam-
paign finance law.

TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT
MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATES

Sec. 1301. Ban on coordination of soft money
for issue advocacy by presidential can-
didates receiving public financing.

TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CER-
TAIN AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON
INTERNET

Sec. 1401. Requirement that names of pas-
sengers on Air Force One and Air Force
Two be made available through the
Internet.

TITLE XV—EXPLUSION PROCEEDINGS
FOR HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

Sec. 1501. Permitting consideration of privi-
leged motion to expel House member ac-
cepting illegal foreign contribution.

TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-
TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGU-
LATIONS

Sec. 1601. Severability.
Sec. 1602. Review of constitutional issues.
Sec. 1603. Effective date.
Sec. 1604. Regulations.

TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL
INTEREST INFLUENCE

SEC. 101. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion.—

‘‘SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES
‘‘SEC. 323. (a) NATIONAL COMMITTEE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A national committee of

a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political
party) and any officers or agents of such
party committees, shall not solicit, receive,
or direct to another person a contribution,
donation, or transfer of funds, or spend any
funds, that are not subject to the limita-
tions, prohibitions, and reporting require-
ments of this Act.

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.— This subsection shall
apply to an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or
controlled by a national committee of a po-
litical party (including a national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political
party), or an entity acting on behalf of a na-
tional committee and an officer or agent act-
ing on behalf of any such committee or enti-
ty.

‘‘(b) STATE, DISTRICT, AND LOCAL COMMIT-
TEES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount that is ex-
pended or disbursed by a State, district, or
local committee of a political party (includ-
ing an entity that is directly or indirectly
established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party and an officer or
agent acting on behalf of such committee or
entity) for Federal election activity shall be
made from funds subject to the limitations,
prohibitions, and reporting requirements of
this Act.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL ELECTION ACTIVITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Federal elec-

tion activity’ means—
‘‘(i) voter registration activity during the

period that begins on the date that is 120
days before the date a regularly scheduled
Federal election is held and ends on the date
of the election;

‘‘(ii) voter identification, get-out-the-vote
activity, or generic campaign activity con-
ducted in connection with an election in
which a candidate for Federal office appears
on the ballot (regardless of whether a can-
didate for State or local office also appears
on the ballot); and

‘‘(iii) a communication that refers to a
clearly identified candidate for Federal of-

fice (regardless of whether a candidate for
State or local office is also mentioned or
identified) and is made for the purpose of in-
fluencing a Federal election (regardless of
whether the communication is express advo-
cacy).

‘‘(B) EXCLUDED ACTIVITY.—The term ‘Fed-
eral election activity’ does not include an
amount expended or disbursed by a State,
district, or local committee of a political
party for—

‘‘(i) campaign activity conducted solely on
behalf of a clearly identified candidate for
State or local office, provided the campaign
activity is not a Federal election activity de-
scribed in subparagraph (A);

‘‘(ii) a contribution to a candidate for
State or local office, provided the contribu-
tion is not designated or used to pay for a
Federal election activity described in sub-
paragraph (A);

‘‘(iii) the costs of a State, district, or local
political convention;

‘‘(iv) the costs of grassroots campaign ma-
terials, including buttons, bumper stickers,
and yard signs, that name or depict only a
candidate for State or local office;

‘‘(v) the non-Federal share of a State, dis-
trict, or local party committee’s administra-
tive and overhead expenses (but not includ-
ing the compensation in any month of an in-
dividual who spends more than 20 percent of
the individual’s time on Federal election ac-
tivity) as determined by a regulation pro-
mulgated by the Commission to determine
the non-Federal share of a State, district, or
local party committee’s administrative and
overhead expenses; and

‘‘(vi) the cost of constructing or pur-
chasing an office facility or equipment for a
State, district or local committee.

‘‘(c) FUNDRAISING COSTS.—An amount spent
by a national, State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party, by an entity that
is established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a national, State, district, or local
committee of a political party, or by an
agent or officer of any such committee or en-
tity, to raise funds that are used, in whole or
in part, to pay the costs of a Federal election
activity shall be made from funds subject to
the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting
requirements of this Act.

‘‘(d) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—A na-
tional, State, district, or local committee of
a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political
party), an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or
controlled by any such national, State, dis-
trict, or local committee or its agent, and an
officer or agent acting on behalf of any such
party committee or entity, shall not solicit
any funds for, or make or direct any dona-
tions to, an organization that is described in
section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 and exempt from taxation under sec-
tion 501(a) of such Code (or has submitted an
application to the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service for determination of
tax-exemption under such section).

‘‘(e) CANDIDATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A candidate, individual

holding Federal office, agent of a candidate
or individual holding Federal office, or an
entity directly or indirectly established, fi-
nanced, maintained or controlled by or act-
ing on behalf of one or more candidates or
individuals holding Federal office, shall
not—

‘‘(A) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or
spend funds in connection with an election
for Federal office, including funds for any
Federal election activity, unless the funds
are subject to the limitations. prohibitions,
and reporting requirements of this Act; or

‘‘(B) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or
spend funds in connection with any election
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other than an election for Federal office or
disburse funds in connection with such an
election unless the funds—

‘‘(i) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to can-
didates and political committees under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 315(a); and

‘‘(ii) are not from sources prohibited by
this Act from making contributions with re-
spect to an election for Federal office.

‘‘(2) STATE LAW.—Paragraph (1) does not
apply to the solicitation, receipt, or spending
of funds by an individual who is a candidate
for a State or local office in connection with
such election for State or local office if the
solicitation, receipt, or spending of funds is
permitted under State law for any activity
other than a Federal election activity.

‘‘(3) FUNDRAISING EVENTS.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), a candidate may at-
tend, speak, or be a featured guest at a fund
raising event for a State, district, or local
committee of a political party.’’.
SEC. 102. INCREASED CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR

STATE COMMITTEES OF POLITICAL
PARTIES AND AGGREGATE CON-
TRIBUTION LIMIT FOR INDIVIDUALS.

(a) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR STATE COMMIT-
TEES OF POLITICAL PARTIES.—Section
315(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (C)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(other than a committee

described in subparagraph (D))’’ after ‘‘com-
mittee’’; and

(B) by striking the period at the end and
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following—
‘‘(D) to a political committee established

and maintained by a State committee of a
political party in any calendar year that, in
the aggregate, exceed $10,000’’.

(b) AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Section 315(a)(3) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
441a(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘$25,000’’
and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’.
SEC. 103. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 304
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 434) (as amended by section 204) is
amended by inserting after subsection (d) the
following.—

‘‘(e) POLITICAL COMMITTEES.—
‘‘(1) NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL POLIT-

ICAL COMMITTEES.—The national committee
of a political party, any national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political
party, and any subordinate committee of ei-
ther, shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments during the reporting period.

‘‘(2) OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES TO WHICH
SECTION 323 APPLIES: In addition to any other
reporting requirements applicable under this
Act, a political committee (not described in
paragraph (1)) to which section 323(b)(1) ap-
plies shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments made for activities described in para-
graphs (2)(A) and (2)(B)(v) of section 323(b).

‘‘(3) ITEMIZATION.—If a political committee
has receipts or disbursements to which this
subsection applies from any person aggre-
gating in excess of $200 for any calendar
year, the political committee shall sepa-
rately itemize its reporting for such person
in the same manner as required in para-
graphs (3)(A), (5), and (6) of subsection (b).

‘‘(4) REPORTING PERIODS.—Reports required
to be filed under this subsection shall be
filed for the same time periods required for
political committees under subsection (a)’’.

(b) BUILDING FUND EXCEPTION TO THE DEFI-
NITION OF CONTRIBUTION.—Section 301(8)(B) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 431(8)(B)) is amended—

(1) by striking clause (viii); and

(2) by redesignating clauses (ix) through
(xiv) as clauses (viii) through (xiii), respec-
tively.

TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND
COORDINATED EXPENDITURES

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS.
(a) DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENT EXPENDI-

TURE.—Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by
striking paragraph (17) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(17) INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.— The term ‘independent

expenditure’ means an expenditure by a
person—

‘‘(i) for a communication that is express
advocacy; and

‘‘(ii) that is not coordinated activity or is
not provided in coordination with a can-
didate or a candidate’s agent or a person who
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—
Section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(20) EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘express advo-

cacy’ means a communication that advo-
cates the election or defeat of a candidate
by—

‘‘(i) containing a phrase such as ‘vote for’,
‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your ballot for’,
‘(name of candidate) for Congress’, ‘(name of
candidate) in 1997’, ‘vote against’, ‘defeat’,
‘reject’, or a campaign slogan or words that
in context can have no reasonable meaning
other than to advocate the election or defeat
of one or more clearly identified candidates;

‘‘(ii) referring to one or more clearly iden-
tified candidates in a paid advertisement
that is transmitted through radio or tele-
vision within 60 calendar days preceding the
date of an election of the candidate and that
appears in the State in which the election is
occurring, except that with respect to a can-
didate for the office of Vice President or
President, the time period is within 60 cal-
endar days preceding the date of a general
election; or

‘‘(iii) expressing unmistakable and unam-
biguous support for or opposition to one or
more clearly identified candidates when
taken as a whole and with limited reference
to external events, such as proximity to an
election.

‘‘(B) VOTING RECORD AND VOTING GUIDE EX-
CEPTION.—The term ‘express advocacy’ does
not include a communication which is in
printed form or posted on the Internet that—

‘‘(i) presents information solely about the
voting record or position on a campaign
issue of one or more candidates (including
any statement by the sponsor of the voting
record or voting guide of its agreement or
disagreement with the record or position of a
candidate), so long as the voting record or
voting guide when taken as a whole does not
express unmistakable and unambiguous sup-
port for or opposition to one or more clearly
identified candidates;

‘‘(ii) is not coordinated activity or is not
made in coordination with a candidate, po-
litical party, or agent of the candidate or
party, or a candidate’s agent or a person who
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent, except that nothing in this
clause may be construed to prevent the spon-
sor of the voting guide from directing ques-
tions in writing to a candidate about the
candidate’s position on issues for purposes of
preparing a voter guide or to prevent the
candidate from responding in writing to such
questions; and

‘‘(iii) does not contain a phrase such as
‘vote for’, ‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your bal-
lot for’, ‘(name of candidate) for Congress’,

‘(name of candidate) in 1997’, ‘vote against’,
‘defeat’, ‘reject’, or a campaign slogan or
words that in context can have no reasonable
meaning other than to urge the election or
defeat of one or more clearly identified can-
didates.’’.

(c) DEFINITION OF EXPENDITURE.—Section
301(9)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) a payment made by a political com-

mittee for a communication that—
‘‘(I) refers to a clearly identified candidate;

and
‘‘(II) is for the purpose of influencing a

Federal election (regardless of whether the
communication is express advocacy).’’.
SEC. 202. EXPRESS ADVOCACY DETERMINED

WITHOUT REGARD TO BACKGROUND
MUSIC.

Section 301(20) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(20)), as
added by section 201(b), is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) BACKGROUND MUSIC.—In determining
whether any communication by television or
radio broadcast constitutes express advocacy
for purposes of this Act, there shall not be
taken into account any background music
not including lyrics used in such broad-
cast.’’.
SEC. 203. CIVIL PENALTY.

Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (4)(A)—
(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clause (ii)’’

and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii)’’; and
(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) If the Commission determines by an

affirmative vote of 4 of its members that
there is probable cause to believe that a per-
son has made a knowing and willful violation
of section 304(c), the Commission shall not
enter into a conciliation agreement under
this paragraph and may institute a civil ac-
tion for relief under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and

(B) in paragraph (6)(B), by inserting ‘‘(ex-
cept an action instituted in connection with
a knowing and willful violation of section
304(c))’ after ‘subparagraph (A)’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Any

person’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in
subparagraph (D), any person’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following.—
‘‘(D) In the case of a knowing and willful

violation of section 304(c) that involves the
reporting of an independent expenditure, the
violation shall not be subject to this sub-
section.’’.
SEC. 204. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES.
Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended—
(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking the un-

designated matter after subparagraph (C);
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub-

section (c) as subsection (f); and
(3) by inserting after subsection (c)(2) (as

amended by paragraph (1)) the following.—
‘‘(d) TIME FOR REPORTING CERTAIN EXPEND-

ITURES.—
‘‘(1) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $1,000.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $1,000 or more after the 20th day,
but more than 24 hours, before the date of an
election shall file a report describing the ex-
penditures within 24 hours after that amount
of independent expenditures has been made.

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person
files a report under subparagraph (A), the
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person shall file an additional report within
24 hours after each time the person makes or
contracts to make independent expenditures
aggregating an additional $1,000 with respect
to the same election as that to which the ini-
tial report relates.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $10,000.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $10,000 or more at any time up to
and including the 20th day before the date of
an election shall file a report describing the
expenditures within 48 hours after that
amount of independent expenditures has
been made.

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person
files a report under subparagraph (A), the
person shall file an additional report within
48 hours after each time the person makes or
contracts to make independent expenditures
aggregating an additional $10,000 with re-
spect to the same election as that to which
the initial report relates.

‘‘(3) PLACE OF FILING; CONTENTS.—A report
under this subsection—

‘‘(A) shall be filed with the Commission;
and

‘‘(B) shall contain the information required
by subsection (b)(6)(B)(iii), including the
name of each candidate whom an expendi-
ture is intended to support or oppose.’’.
SEC. 205. INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED

EXPENDITURES BY PARTY.
Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and (3)’’

and inserting, ‘‘(3), and (4)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED EX-

PENDITURES BY PARTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On or after the date on

which a political party nominates a can-
didate, a committee of the political party
shall not make both expenditures under this
subsection and independent expenditures (as
defined in section 301(17)) with respect to the
candidate during the election cycle.

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Before making a co-
ordinated expenditure under this subsection
with respect to a candidate, a committee of
a political party shall file with the Commis-
sion a certification, signed by the treasurer
of the committee, that the committee has
not and shall not make any independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate dur-
ing the same election cycle.

‘‘(C) APPLICATION.—For purposes of this
paragraph, all political committees estab-
lished and maintained by a national political
party (including all congressional campaign
committees) and all political committees es-
tablished and maintained by a State polit-
ical party (including any subordinate com-
mittee of a State committee) shall be consid-
ered to be a single political committee.

‘‘(D) TRANSFERS.—A committee of a polit-
ical party that submits a certification under
subparagraph (B) with respect to a candidate
shall not, during an election cycle, transfer
any funds to, assign authority to make co-
ordinated expenditures under this subsection
to, or receive a transfer of funds from, a
committee of the political party that has
made or intends to make an independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate.’’.
SEC. 206. COORDINATION WITH CANDIDATES.

(a) DEFINITION OF COORDINATION WITH CAN-
DIDATES.—

(1) SECTION 301(8).—Section 301(8) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
431(8)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i);
(ii) by striking the period at the end of

clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(iii) coordinated activity (as defined in
subparagraph (C)).’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following.—
‘‘(C) ‘‘Coordinated activity’’ means any-

thing of value provided by a person in coordi-
nation with a candidate, an agent of the can-
didate, or the political party of the can-
didate or its agent for the purpose of influ-
encing a Federal election (regardless of
whether the value being provided is a com-
munication that is express advocacy) in
which such candidate seeks nomination or
election to Federal office, and includes any
of the following.—

‘‘(i) A payment made by a person in co-
operation, consultation, or concert with, at
the request or suggestion of, or pursuant to
any general or particular understanding with
a candidate, the candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, the political party of the candidate,
or an agent acting on behalf of a candidate,
authorized committee, or the political party
of the candidate.

‘‘(ii) A payment made by a person for the
production, dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any
broadcast or any written graphic, or other
form of campaign material prepared by a
candidate, a candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, or an agent of a candidate or author-
ized committee (not including a communica-
tion described in paragraph (9)(B)(i) or a
communication that expressly advocates the
candidate’s defeat).

‘‘(iii) A payment made by a person based
on information about a candidate’s plans,
projects, or needs provided to the person
making the payment by the candidate or the
candidate’s agent who provides the informa-
tion with the intent that the payment be
made.

‘‘(iv) A payment made by a person if, in the
same election cycle in which the payment is
made, the person making the payment is
serving or has served as a member, em-
ployee, fundraiser, or agent of the can-
didate’s authorized committee in an execu-
tive or policymaking position.

‘‘(v) A payment made by a person if the
person making the payment has served in
any formal policy making or advisory posi-
tion with the candidate’s campaign or has
participated in formal strategic or formal
policymaking discussions (other than any
discussion treated as a lobbying contact
under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 in
the case of a candidate holding Federal office
or as a similar lobbying activity in the case
of a candidate holding State or other elec-
tive office) with the candidate’s campaign
relating to the candidate’s pursuit of nomi-
nation for election, or election, to Federal
office, in the same election cycle as the elec-
tion cycle in which the payment is made.

‘‘(vi) A payment made by a person if, in the
same election cycle, the person making the
payment retains the professional services of
any person that has provided or is providing
campaign-related services in the same elec-
tion cycle to a candidate (including services
provided through a political committee of
the candidate’s political party) in connec-
tion with the candidate’s pursuit of nomina-
tion for election, or election, to Federal of-
fice, including services relating to the can-
didate’s decision to seek Federal office, and
the person retained is retained to work on
activities relating to that candidate’s cam-
paign.

‘‘(vii) A payment made by a person who
has directly participated in fundraising ac-
tivities with the candidate or in the solicita-
tion or receipt of contributions on behalf of
the candidate.

‘‘(viii) A payment made by a person who
has communicated with the candidate or an
agent of the candidate (including a commu-
nication through a political committee of

the candidate’s political party) after the dec-
laration of candidacy (including a pollster,
media consultant, vendor, advisor, or staff
member acting on behalf of the candidate),
about advertising message, allocation of re-
source, fundraising, or other campaign mat-
ters related to the candidate’s campaign, in-
cluding campaign operations, staffing, tac-
tics, or strategy.

‘‘(ix) The provision of in-kind professional
services or polling data (including services
or data provided through a political com-
mittee of the candidate’s political party) to
the candidate or candidate’s agent.

‘‘(x) A payment made by a person who has
engaged in a coordinated activity with a can-
didate described in clauses (i) through (ix)
for a communication that clearly refers to
the candidate or the candidate’s opponent
and is for the purpose of influencing that
candidate’s election (regardless of whether
the communication is express advocacy).

‘‘(D) For purposes of subparagraph (C), the
term ‘professional services’ means polling,
media advice, fundraising, campaign re-
search or direct mail (except for mailhouse
services solely for the distribution of voter
guides as defined in section 431(20)(B)) serv-
ices in support of a candidate’s pursuit of
nomination for election, or election, to Fed-
eral office.

‘‘(E) For purposes of subparagraph (C), all
political committees established and main-
tained by a national political party (includ-
ing all congressional campaign committees)
and all political committees established and
maintained by a State political party (in-
cluding any subordinate committee of a
State committee) shall be considered to be a
single political committee.’’.

(2) SECTION 315(a)(7).—Section 315(a)(7) (2
U.S.C. 441a(a)(7)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following—

‘‘(B) a coordinated activity, as described in
section 301(8)(C), shall be considered to be a
contribution to the candidate, and in the
case of a limitation on expenditures, shall be
treated as an expenditure by the candidate.

‘‘(b) MEANING OF CONTRIBUTION OR EXPENDI-
TURE FOR THE PURPOSES OF SECTION 316.—
Section 316(b)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b(b)) is
amended by striking shall include’ and in-
serting ‘includes a contribution or expendi-
ture, as those terms are defined in section
301, and also includes’ ’’.

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE
SEC. 301. FILING OF REPORTS USING COM-

PUTERS AND FACSIMILE MACHINES.
Section 304(a) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended
by striking paragraph (11) and inserting the
following—

‘‘(11)(A) The Commission shall promulgate
a regulation under which a person required
to file a designation, statement, or report
under this Act—

‘‘(i) is required to maintain and file a des-
ignation, statement, or report for any cal-
endar year in electronic form accessible by
computers if the person has, or has reason to
expect to have, aggregate contributions or
expenditures in excess of a threshold amount
determined by the Commission; and

‘‘(ii) may maintain and file a designation,
statement, or report in electronic form or an
alternative form, including the use of a fac-
simile machine, if not required to do so
under the regulation promulgated under
clause (i).

‘‘(B) The Commission shall make a des-
ignation, statement, report, or notification
that is filed electronically with the Commis-
sion accessible to the public on the Internet
not later than 24 hours after the designation,
statement, report, or notification is received
by the Commission.
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‘‘(C) In promulgating a regulation under

this paragraph, the Commission shall pro-
vide methods (other than requiring a signa-
ture on the document being filed) for
verifying designations, statements, and re-
ports covered by the regulation. Any docu-
ment verified under any of the methods shall
be treated for all purposes (including pen-
alties for perjury) in the same manner as a
document verified by signature.’’.
SEC. 302. PROHIBITION OF DEPOSIT OF CON-

TRIBUTIONS WITH INCOMPLETE
CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION.

Section 302 of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(j) DEPOSIT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—The treas-
urer of a candidate’s authorized committee
shall not deposit, except in an escrow ac-
count, or otherwise negotiate a contribution
from a person who makes an aggregate
amount of contributions in excess of $200
during a calendar year unless the treasurer
verifies that the information required by
this section with respect to the contributor
is complete.’.
SEC. 303. AUDITS.

(a) RANDOM AUDITS.—Section 311(b) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘The Commission’’;

(2) by moving the text 2 ems to the right;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) RANDOM AUDITS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (1), the Commission may conduct ran-
dom audits and investigations to ensure vol-
untary compliance with this Act. The selec-
tion of any candidate for a random audit or
investigation shall be based on criteria
adopted by a vote of at least four members of
the Commission.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The Commission shall
not conduct an audit or investigation of a
candidate’s authorized committee under sub-
paragraph (A) until the candidate is no
longer a candidate for the office sought by
the candidate in an election cycle.

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY.—This paragraph does
not apply to an authorized committee of a
candidate for President or Vice President
subject to audit under section 9007 or 9038 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF PERIOD DURING WHICH
CAMPAIGN AUDITS MAY BE BEGUN.—Section
311(b) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘6 months’ and inserting ‘‘12 months’’.
SEC. 304. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CON-

TRIBUTIONS OF $50 OR MORE
Section 304(b)(3)(A) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act at 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(b)(3)(A) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$200’’ and inserting ‘‘$50’’;
and

(2) by striking the semicolon and inserting
‘‘, except that in the case of a person who
makes contributions aggregating at least $50
but not more than $200 during the calendar
year, the identification need include only
the name and address of the person;’’.
SEC. 305. USE OF CANDIDATES’ NAMES.

Section 302(e) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432(e)) is amended
by striking paragraph (4) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(4)(A) The name of each authorized com-
mittee shall include the name of the can-
didate who authorized the committee under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) A political committee that is not an
authorized committee shall not—

‘‘(i) include the name of any candidate in
its name; or

‘‘(ii) except in the case of a national, State,
or local party committee, use the name of

any candidate in any activity on behalf of
the committee in such a context as to sug-
gest that the committee is an authorized
committee of the candidate or that the use
of the candidate’s name has been authorized
by the candidate.’’.
SEC. 306. PROHIBITION OF FALSE REPRESENTA-

TION TO SOLICIT CONTRIBUTIONS.
Section 322 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441h) is amended—
(1) by inserting after ‘‘SEC. 322.’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL:’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—No

person shall solicit contributions by falsely
representing himself or herself as a can-
didate or as a representative of a candidate,
a political committee, or a political party.’’.
SEC. 307. SOFT MONEY OF PERSONS OTHER THAN

POLITICAL PARTIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434)
(as amended by section 103(c) and section 204)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(g) DISBURSEMENTS OF PERSONS OTHER
THAN POLITICAL PARTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person, other than a
political committee of a political party or a
person described in section 501(d) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, that makes an
aggregate amount of disbursements in excess
of $50,000 during a calendar year for activi-
ties described in paragraph (2) shall file a
statement with the Commission—

‘‘(A) on a monthly basis as described in
subsection (a)(4)(B); or

‘‘(B) in the case of disbursements that are
made within 20 days of an election, within 24
hours after the disbursement are made.

‘‘(2) ACTIVITY.—The activity described in
this paragraph is—

‘‘(A) Federal election activity;
‘‘(B) an activity described in section

316(b)(2)(A) that expresses support for or op-
position to a candidate for Federal office or
a political party; and

‘‘(C) an activity described in subparagraph
(B) or (C) of section 316(b)(2).

‘‘(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does
not apply to—

‘‘(A) a candidate or a candidate’s author-
ized committees; or

‘‘(B) an independent expenditure.
‘‘(4) CONTENTS.—A statement under this

section shall contain such information about
the disbursements made during the reporting
period as the Commission shall prescribe,
including—

‘‘(A) the aggregate amount of disburse-
ments made;

‘‘(B) the name and address of the person or
entity to whom a disbursement is made in an
aggregate amount in excess of $200;

‘‘(C) the date made, amount, and purpose
of the disbursement; and

‘‘(D) if applicable, whether the disburse-
ment was in support of, or in opposition to,
a candidate or a political party, and the
name of the candidate or the political
party.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF GENERIC CAMPAIGN AC-
TIVITY.—Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) (as
amended by section 201(b)) is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(21) GENERIC CAMPAIGN ACTIVITY.—The
term ‘generic campaign activity’ means an
activity that promotes a political party and
does not promote a candidate or non-Federal
candidate.’’
SEC. 308. CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING.

Section 318 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441d) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting

‘‘Whenever a political committee makes a

disbursement for the purpose of financing
any communication through any broad-
casting station, newspaper, magazine, out-
door advertising facility, mailing, or any
other type of general public political adver-
tising, or whenever’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘an expenditure’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a disbursement’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘direct’’; and
(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and per-

manent street address’’ and ‘‘name’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(c) Any printed communication described

in subsection (a) shall—
‘‘(1) be of sufficient type size to be clearly

readable by the recipient of the communica-
tion;

‘‘(2) be contained in a printed box set apart
from the other contents of the communica-
tion; and

‘‘(3) be printed with a reasonable degree of
color contrast between the background and
the printed statement.

‘‘(d)(1) Any communication described in
paragraphs (1) or (2) of subsection (a) which
is transmitted through radio or television
shall include, in addition to the require-
ments of that paragraph, an audio statement
by the candidate that identifies the can-
didate and states that the candidate has ap-
proved the communication.

‘‘(2) If a communication described in para-
graph (1) is transmitted through television,
the communication shall include, in addition
to the audio statement under paragraph (1),
a written statement that—

‘‘(A) appears at the end of the communica-
tion in a clearly readable manner with a rea-
sonable degree of color contrast between the
background and the printed statement, for a
period of at least 4 seconds; and

‘‘(B) is accompanied by a clearly identifi-
able photographic or similar image of the
candidate.

‘‘(e) Any communication described in para-
graph (3) of subsection (a) which is trans-
mitted through radio or television shall in-
clude, in addition to the requirements of
that paragraph, in a clearly spoken manner,
the following statement: ‘XXXXXXX is re-
sponsible for the content of this advertise-
ment.’ (with the blank to be filled in with
the name of the political committee or other
person paying for the communication and
the name of any connected organization of
the payor). If transmitted through tele-
vision, the statement shall also appear in a
clearly readable manner with a reasonable
degree of color contrast between the back-
ground and the printed statement, for a pe-
riod of at least 4 seconds.’’

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION
SEC. 401. VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS EX-

PENDITURE LIMIT.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by section 101, is further amended by adding
at the end the following new section:

‘‘VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS
EXPENDITURE LIMIT

Sec. 324. (a) ELIGIBLE CONGRESSIONAL CAN-
DIDATE.—

(1) PRIMARY ELECTION.—
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible primary election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with
the Commission a declaration that the can-
didate and the candidate’s authorized com-
mittees will not make expenditures in excess
of the personal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than
the date on which the candidate files with
the appropriate State officer as a candidate
for the primary election.
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‘‘(2) GENERAL ELECTION.—
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible general election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with
the Commission—

‘‘(i) a declaration under penalty of perjury,
with supporting documentation as required
by the Commission, that the candidate and
the candidate’s authorized committees did
not exceed the personal funds expenditure
limit in connection with the primary elec-
tion; and

‘‘(ii) a declaration that the candidate and
the candidate’s authorized committees will
not make expenditures in excess of the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than
7 days after the earlier of—

‘‘(i) the date on which the candidate quali-
fies for the general election ballot under
State law; or

‘‘(ii) if under State law, a primary or run-
off election to qualify for the general ballot
occurs after September 1, the date on which
the candidate wins the primary or runoff
election.

‘‘(b) PERSONAL FUNDS EXPENDITURE
LIMIT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of
expenditures that may be made in connec-
tion with an election by an eligible Congres-
sional candidate or the candidate’s author-
ized committees from the sources described
in paragraph (2) shall not exceed $50,000.

‘‘(2) SOURCES.—A source is described in this
paragraph if the source is—

‘‘(A) personal funds of the candidate and
members of the candidate’s immediate fam-
ily; or

‘‘(B) proceeds of indebtedness incurred by
the candidate or a member of the candidate’s
immediate family.

‘‘(C) CERTIFICATION BY THE COMMISSION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

determine whether a candidate has met the
requirements of this section and, based on
the determination, issue a certification stat-
ing whether the candidate is an eligible Con-
gressional candidate.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR CERTIFICATION.—Not later
than 7 business days after a candidate files a
declaration under paragraph (1) or (2) of sub-
section (a), the Commission shall certify
whether the candidate is an eligible Congres-
sional candidate.

‘‘(3) REVOCATION.—The Commission shall
revoke a certification under paragraph (1),
based on information submitted in such form
and manner as the Commission may require
or on information that comes to the Com-
mission by other means, if the Commission
determines that a candidate violates the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(4) DETERMINATIONS BY COMMISSION.—A
determination made by the Commission
under this subsection shall be final, except
to the extent that the determination is sub-
ject to examination and audit by the Com-
mission and to judicial review.

‘‘(d) PENALTY.—If the Commission revokes
the certification of an eligible Congressional
candidate—

‘‘(1) the Commission shall notify the can-
didate of the revocation; and

‘‘(2) the candidate and a candidate’s au-
thorized committees shall pay to the Com-
mission an amount equal to the amount of
expenditures made by a national committee
of a political party or a State committee of
a political party in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of the candidate
under section 315(d).’’.
SEC. 402. POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEE COORDI-

NATED EXPENDITURES.
Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) (as amend-

ed by section 204) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(5) This subsection does not apply to ex-
penditures made in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of a candidate for
Senator or Representative in or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to the Congress who
is not an eligible Congressional candidate (as
defined in section 324(a)).’’.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 501 CODIFICATION OF BECK DECISION.

Section 8 of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 158) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) NONUNION MEMBER PAYMENTS TO
LABOR ORGANIZATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be an unfair
labor practice for any labor organization
which receives a payment from an employee
pursuant to an agreement that requires em-
ployees who are not members of the organi-
zation to make payments to such organiza-
tion in lieu of organization dues or fees not
to establish and implement the objection
procedure described in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) OBJECTION PROCEDURE:—The objection
procedure required under paragraph (1) shall
meet the following requirements:

‘‘(A) The labor organization shall annually
provide to employees who are covered by
such agreement but are not members of the
organization—

‘‘(i) reasonable personal notice of the ob-
jection procedure, a list of the employees eli-
gible to invoke the procedure, and the time,
place, and manner for filing an objection;
and

‘‘(ii) reasonable opportunity to file an ob-
jection to paying for organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining, including but
not limited to the opportunity to file such
objection by mail.

‘‘(B) If an employee who is not a member of
the labor organization files an objection
under the procedure in subparagraph (A),
such organization shall—

‘‘(i) reduce the payments in lieu of organi-
zation dues or fees by such employee by an
amount which reasonably reflects the ratio
that the organization’s expenditures sup-
porting political activities unrelated to col-
lective bargaining bears to such organiza-
tion’s total expenditures; and

‘‘(ii) provide such employee with a reason-
able explanation of the organization’s cal-
culation of such reduction, including calcu-
lating the amount of organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining.

‘‘(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘expenditures supporting political ac-
tivities unrelated to collective bargaining’
means expenditures in connection with a
Federal, State, or local election or in con-
nection with efforts to influence legislation
unrelated to collective bargaining.’’.
SEC. 502. USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR

CERTAIN PURPOSES.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by striking section 313 and inserting the fol-
lowing:
‘‘USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN

PURPOSES

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) PERMITTED USES.—A con-
tribution accepted by a candidate, and any
other amount received by an individual as
support for activities of the individual as a
holder of Federal office, may be used by the
candidate or individual—

‘‘(1) for expenditures in connection with
the campaign for Federal office of the can-
didate or individual;

‘‘(2) for ordinary and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with duties of the in-
dividual as a holder of Federal office;

‘‘(3) for contributions to an organization
described in section 170(c) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; or

‘‘(4) for transfers to a national, State, or
local committee of a political party.

‘‘(b) PROHIBITED USE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A contribution or

amount described in subsection (a) shall not
be converted by any person to personal use.

‘‘(2) CONVERSION.—For the purposes of
paragraph (1), a contribution or amount
shall be considered to be converted to per-
sonal use if the contribution or amount is
used to fulfill any commitment, obligation,
or expense of a person that would exist irre-
spective of the candidate’s election cam-
paign or individual’s duties as a holder of
Federal officeholder, including—

‘‘(A) a home mortgage, rent, or utility pay-
ment;

‘‘(B) a clothing purchase;
‘‘(C) a noncampaign-related automobile ex-

pense;
‘‘(D) a country club membership;
‘‘(E) a vacation or other noncampaign-re-

lated trip;
‘‘(F) a household food item;
‘‘(G) a tuition payment;
‘‘(H) admission to a sporting event, con-

cert, theater, or other form of entertainment
not associated with an election campaign;
and

‘‘(I) dues, fees, and other payments to a
health club or recreational facility.’’.
SEC. 503. LIMIT ON CONGRESSIONAL USE OF THE

FRANKING PRIVILEGE.
Section 3210(a)(6) of title 39, United States

Code, is amended by striking subparagraph
(A) and inserting the following:

‘‘(A) A Member of Congress shall not mail
any mass mailing as franked mail during the
180-day period which ends on the date of the
general election for the office held by the
Member or during the 90-day period which
ends on the date of any primary election for
that office, unless the Member has made a
public announcement that the Member will
not be a candidate for reelection during that
year or for election to any other Federal of-
fice.’’.
SEC. 504. PROHIBITION OF FUNDRAISING ON

FEDERAL PROPERTY.
Section 607 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for

any person to solicit or receive a donation of
money or other thing of value in connection
with a Federal, State, or local election from
a person who is located in a room or building
occupied in the discharge of official duties
by an officer or employee of the United
States. An individual who is an officer or
employee of the Federal Government, includ-
ing the President, Vice President, and Mem-
bers of Congress, shall not solicit a donation
of money or other thing of value in connec-
tion with a Federal, State, or local election
while in any room or building occupied in
the discharge of official duties by an officer
or employee of the United States, from any
person.

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—A person who violates this
section shall be fined not more than $5,000,
imprisoned more than 3 years, or both.’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘or Exec-
utive Office of the President’’ after ‘‘Con-
gress’’.
SEC. 505. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS.

(a) INCREASED PENALTIES.—Section 309(a)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraphs (5)(A), (6)(A), and (6)(B),
by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000’’;
and
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(2) in paragraphs (5)(B) and (6)(C), by strik-

ing ‘‘$10,000 or an amount equal to 200 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘$20,000 or an amount
equal to 300 percent’’.

(b) EQUITABLE REMEDIES.—Section
309(a)(5)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is amended by
striking the period at the end and inserting
‘‘, and may include equitable remedies or
penalties, including disgorgement of funds to
the Treasury or community service require-
ments (including requirements to participate
in public education programs).’’.

(c) AUTOMATIC PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.—
Section 309(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is
amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(13) PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(i) MONETARY PENALTIES.—The Commis-

sion shall establish a schedule of mandatory
monetary penalties that shall be imposed by
the Commission for failure to meet a time
requirement for filing under section 304.

‘‘(ii) REQUIRED FILING.—In addition to im-
posing a penalty, the Commission may re-
quire a report that has not been filed within
the time requirements of section 304 to be
filed by specific date.

‘‘(iii) PROCEDURE.—A penalty or filing re-
quirement imposed under this paragraph
shall not be subject to paragraph (1), (2), (3),
(4), (5), or (12).

‘‘(B) FILING AN EXCEPTION.—
‘‘(i) TIME TO FILE.—A political committee

shall have 30 days after the imposition of a
penalty or filing requirement by the Com-
mission under this paragraph in which to file
an exception with the Commission.

‘‘(ii) TIME FOR COMMISSION TO RULE.—With-
in 30 days after receiving an exception, the
Commission shall make a determination
that is a final agency action subject to ex-
clusive review by the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
under section 706 of title 5, United States
Code, upon petition filed in that court by the
political committee or treasurer that is the
subject of the agency action, if the petition
is filed within 30 days after the date of the
Commission action for which review is
sought.’’;

(2) in paragraph (5)(D)—
(A) by inserting after the first sentence the

following: ‘‘In any case in which a penalty or
filing requirement imposed on a political
committee or treasurer under paragraph (13)
has not been satisfied, the Commission may
institute a civil action for enforcement
under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end of the last sentence the following: ‘‘or
has failed to pay a penalty or meet a filing
requirement imposed under paragraph (13)’’;
and

(3) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (4)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (4)(A)
or (13)’’.
SEC. 506. STRENGTHENING FOREIGN MONEY

BAN.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e)
is amended—

(1) by striking the heading and inserting
the following: ‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS AND DONA-
TIONS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (a) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful
for—

‘‘(1) a foreign national, directly or indi-
rectly, to make—

‘‘(A) a donation of money or other thing of
value, or to promise expressly or impliedly
to make a donation, in connection with a
Federal, State, or local election; or

‘‘(B) a contribution or donation to a com-
mittee of a political party; or

‘‘(2) a person to solicit, accept, or receive
such a contribution or donation from a for-
eign national.’’.

(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLINDNESS
AS DEFENSE AGAINST CHARGE OF VIOLATING
FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION BAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of such Act (2
U.S.C. 441(e) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following new subsection.—

‘‘(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLIND-
NESS DEFENSE.—It shall not be a defense to a
violation of subsection (a) that the defendant
did not know that the contribution origi-
nated from a foreign national if the defend-
ant should have known that the contribution
originated from a foreign national, except
that the trier of fact may not find that the
defendant should have known that the con-
tribution originated from a foreign national
solely because of the name of the contrib-
utor.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to violations occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 507. PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY

MINORS.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101 and 401, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion.—

‘‘PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY MINORS

‘‘SEC. 325. An individual who is 17 years old
or younger shall not make a contribution to
a candidate or a contribution or donation to
a committee of a political party.’’.
SEC. 508. EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309(a) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
437g(a)) (as amended by section 505(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing.—

‘‘(14)(A) If the complaint in a proceeding
was filed within 60 days preceding the date of
a general election, the Commission may take
action described in this subparagraph.

‘‘(B) If the Commission determines, on the
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and
other facts available to the Commission,
that there is clear and convincing evidence
that a violation of this Act has occurred, is
occurring, or is about to occur, the Commis-
sion may order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient
time before the election to avoid harm or
prejudice to the interests of the parties.

‘‘(C) If the Commission determines, on the
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and
other facts available to the Commission,
that the complaint is clearly without merit,
the Commission may—

‘‘(i) order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient
time before the election to avoid harm or
prejudice to the interests of the parties; or

‘‘(ii) if the Commission determines that
there is insufficient time to conduct pro-
ceedings before the election, summarily dis-
miss the complaint.’’.

(b) REFERRAL TO ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Sec-
tion 309(a)(5) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is
amended by striking subparagraph (C) and
inserting the following.—

‘‘(C) The Commission may at any time, by
an affirmative vote of at least 4 of its mem-
bers, refer a possible violation of this Act or
chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986, to the Attorney General of the

United States, without regard to any limita-
tion set forth in this section.’’.
SEC. 509. INITIATION OF ENFORCEMENT PRO-

CEEDING.

Section 309(a)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘reason to believe
that’’ and inserting ‘‘reason to investigate
whether’’.
SEC. 510. PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION

OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS
AND ELECTIONS.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, and 507, is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new section.—

‘‘PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION OF
ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS AND ELECTIONS

‘‘SEC. 326. (a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this
Act may be construed to prohibit any indi-
vidual eligible to vote in an election for Fed-
eral office from making contributions or ex-
penditures in support of a candidate for such
an election (including voluntary contribu-
tions or expenditures made through a sepa-
rate segregated fund established by the indi-
vidual’s employer or labor organization) or
otherwise participating in any campaign for
such an election in the same manner and to
the same extent as any other individual eli-
gible to vote in an election for such office.

‘‘(b) NO EFFECT ON GEOGRAPHIC RESTRIC-
TIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS.—Subsection (a)
may not be construed to affect any restric-
tion under this title regarding the portion of
contributions accepted by a candidate from
persons residing in a particular geographic
area.’’.
SEC. 511. PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF PROHIBI-

TION AGAINST FOREIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e),
as amended by section 506(b), is further
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(c) PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), notwithstanding any other
provision of this title any person who vio-
lates subsection (a) shall be sentenced to a
term of imprisonment which may not be
more than 10 years, fined in an amount not
to exceed $1,000,000, or both.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply with respect to any violation of sub-
section (a) arising from a contribution or do-
nation made by an individual who is lawfully
admitted for permanent residence (as defined
in section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to violations occurring on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 512. EXPEDITED COURT REVIEW OF CER-

TAIN ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF FED-
ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF
1971.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, if a candidate (or the can-
didate’s authorized committee) believes that
a violation described in paragraph (2) has
been committed with respect to an election
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during the 90-day period preceding the date
of the election, the candidate or committee
may institute a civil action on behalf of the
Commission for relief (including injunctive
relief) against the alleged violator in the
same manner and under the same terms and
conditions as an action instituted by the
Commission under subsection (a)(6), except
that the court involved shall issue a decision
regarding the action as soon as practicable
after the action is instituted and to the
greatest extent possible issue the decision
prior to the date of the election involved.

‘‘(2) A violation described in this paragraph
is a violation of this Act or of chapter 95 or
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 relating to—

‘‘(A) whether a contribution is in excess of
an applicable limit or is otherwise prohibited
under this Act; or

‘‘(B) whether an expenditure is an inde-
pendent expenditure under section 301(17).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 513. CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE PRESI-

DENTIAL CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIM-
ITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) PROHIBITING CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE
LIMIT.—

‘‘(1) VIOLATION OF LIMITS DESCRIBED.—If a
candidate for election to the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President who receives amounts
from the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund under chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, or the agent of such a
candidate, seeks to avoid the spending limits
applicable to the candidate under such chap-
ter or under the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 by soliciting, receiving, transfer-
ring, or directing funds from any source
other than such Fund for the direct or indi-
rect benefit of such candidate’s campaign,
such candidate or agent shall be fined not
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a
term of no more than 3 years, or both.

‘‘(2) CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE LIMITS DE-
FINED.—If two or more persons conspire to
violate paragraph (1), and one or more of
such persons do any act to effect the object
of the conspiracy, each shall be fined not
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a
term of not more than 3 years, or both.’’.

EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply with respect to
elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 514. DEPOSIT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS

AND DONATIONS IN TREASURY AC-
COUNT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431
et seq.), as amended by sections 101, 401, 507,
and 510, is further amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS AND

DONATIONS TO BE RETURNED TO DONORS

‘‘SEC. 327. (a) TRANSFER TO COMMISSION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, if a political
committee intends to return any contribu-
tion or donation given to the political com-
mittee, the committee shall transfer the
contribution or donation to the Commission
if—

‘‘(A) the contribution or donation is in an
amount equal to or greater than $500 (other
than a contribution or donation returned
within 60 days of receipt by the committee);
or

‘‘(B) the contribution or donation was
made in violation of section 315, 316, 317, 319,

320, or 325 (other than a contribution or do-
nation returned within 30 days of receipt by
the committee).

‘‘(2) INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH TRANS-
FERRED CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION.—A polit-
ical committee shall include with any con-
tribution or donation transferred under para-
graph (1)—

‘‘(A) a request that the Commission return
the contribution or donation to the person
making the contribution or donation; and

‘‘(B) information regarding the cir-
cumstances surrounding the making of the
contribution or donation and any opinion of
the political committee concerning whether
the contribution or donation may have been
made in violation of this Act.

‘‘(3) ESTABLISHMENT OF ESCROW ACCOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

establish a single interest-bearing escrow ac-
count for deposit of amounts transferred
under paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.—
On receiving an amount from a political
committee under paragraph (1), the Commis-
sion shall—

‘‘(i) deposit the amount in the escrow ac-
count established under subparagraph (A);
and

‘‘(ii) notify the Attorney General and the
Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice of the receipt of the amount from the po-
litical committee.

‘‘(C) USE OF INTEREST.—Interest earned on
amounts in the escrow account established
under subparagraph (A) shall be applied or
used for the same purposes as the donation
or contribution on which it is earned.

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF RETURNED CONTRIBUTION
OR DONATION AS A COMPLAINT.—The transfer
of any contribution or donation to the Com-
mission under this section shall be treated as
the filing of a complaint under section 309(a).

‘‘(b) USE OF AMOUNTS PLACED IN ESCROW TO
COVER FINES AND PENALTIES.—The Commis-
sion or the Attorney General may require
any amount deposited in the escrow account
under subsection (a)(3) to be applied toward
the payment of any fine or penalty imposed
under this Act or title 18, United States
Code, against the person making the con-
tribution or donation.

‘‘(c) RETURN OF CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION
AFTER DEPOSIT IN ESCROW.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
return a contribution or donation deposited
in the escrow account under subsection (a)(3)
to the person making the contribution or do-
nation if—

‘‘(A) within 180 days after the date the con-
tribution or donation is transferred, the
Commission has not made a determination
under section 309(a)(2) that the Commission
has reason to investigate whether that the
making of the contribution or donation was
made in violation of this Act; or

‘‘(B)(i) the contribution or donation will
not be used to cover fines, penalties, or costs
pursuant to subsection (b); or

‘‘(ii) if the contribution or donation will be
used for those purposes, that the amounts re-
quired for those purposes have been with-
drawn from the escrow account and sub-
tracted from the returnable contribution or
donation.

‘‘(2) NO EFFECT ON STATUS OF INVESTIGA-
TION.—The return of a contribution or dona-
tion by the Commission under this sub-
section shall not be construed as having an
effect on the status of an investigation by
the Commission or the Attorney General of
the contribution or donation or the cir-
cumstances surrounding the contribution or
donation, or on the ability of the Commis-
sion or the Attorney General to take future
actions with respect to the contribution or
donation.’’

‘‘(b) AMOUNTS USED TO DETERMINE AMOUNT
OF PENALTY FOR VIOLATION.—Section 309(a)

of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended by
inserting after paragraph (9) the following
new paragraph.—

‘‘(10) For purposes of determining the
amount of a civil penalty imposed under this
subsection for violations of section 326, the
amount of the donation involved shall be
treated as the amount of the contribution in-
volved.’’

(c) DISGORGEMENT AUTHORITY.—Section 309
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) Any conciliation agreement, civil ac-
tion, or criminal action entered into or insti-
tuted under this section may require a per-
son to forfeit to the Treasury any contribu-
tion, donation, or expenditure that is the
subject of the agreement or action for trans-
fer to the Commission for deposit in accord-
ance with section 326.’’.

‘‘(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
to contributions or donations refunded on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
without regard to whether the Federal Elec-
tion Commission or Attorney General has
issued regulations to carry out section 326 of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(as added by subsection (a)) by such date.
SEC. 515. ESTABLISHMENT OF A CLEARING-

HOUSE OF INFORMATION ON POLIT-
ICAL ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE FED-
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be estab-
lished within the Federal Election Commis-
sion a clearinghouse of public information
regarding the political activities of foreign
principals and agents of foreign principals.
The information comprising this clearing-
house shall include only the following:

(1) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995
(2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period.

(2) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Foreign Agents Registration
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), dur-
ing the preceding 5-year period.

(3) The listings of public hearings, hearing
witnesses, and witness affiliations printed in
the Congressional Record during the pre-
ceding 5-year period.

(4) Public information disclosed pursuant
to the rules of the Senate or the House of
Representatives regarding honoraria, the re-
ceipt of gifts, travel, and earned and un-
earned income.

(5) All reports filed pursuant to title I of
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5
U.S.C. App.) during the preceding 5-year pe-
riod.

(6) All public information filed with the
Federal Election Commission pursuant to
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 431 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period.

(b) DISCLOSURE OF OTHER INFORMATION
PROHIBITED.—The disclosure by the clearing-
house, or any officer or employee thereof, of
any information other than that set forth in
subsection (a) is prohibited, except as other-
wise provided by law.

(c) DIRECTOR OF CLEARINGHOUSE.—
(1) DUTIES.—The clearinghouse shall have a

Director, who shall administer and manage
the responsibilities and all activities of the
clearinghouse. In carrying out such duties,
the Director shall—

(A) develop a filing, coding, and cross-in-
dexing system to carry out the purposes of
this section (which shall include an index of
all persons identified in the reports, registra-
tions, and other information comprising the
clearinghouse);

(B) notwithstanding any other provision of
law, make copies of registrations, reports,
and other information comprising the clear-
inghouse available for public inspection and
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coping, beginning not later than 30 days
after the information is first available to the
public, and permit copying of any such reg-
istration, report, or other information by
hand or by copying machine or, at the re-
quest of any person, furnish a copy of any
such registration, report, or other informa-
tion upon payment of the cost of making and
furnishing such copy, except that no infor-
mation contained in such registration or re-
port and no such other information shall be
sold or used by any person for the purpose of
soliciting contributions or for any profit-
making purpose; and

(C) not later than 150 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act and at any time
thereafter, to prescribe, in consultation with
the Comptroller General, such rules, regula-
tions, and forms, in conformity with the pro-
visions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States
Code, as are necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section in the most effective
and efficient manner.

(2) APPOINTMENT.—The Director shall be
appointed by the Federal Election Commis-
sion.

(3) TERM OF SERVICE.—The Director shall
serve a single term of a period of time deter-
mined by the Commission, but not to exceed
5 years.

(d) PENALTIES FOR DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-
TION.—Any person who discloses information
in violation of subsection (b), and any person
who sells or uses information for the purpose
of soliciting contributions or for any profit-
making purpose in violation of subsection
(c)(1)(B), shall be imprisoned for a period of
not more than 1 year, or fined in the amount
provided in title 18, United States Code, or
both.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to conduct the ac-
tivities of the clearinghouse.

(f) FOREIGN PRINCIPAL.—In this section, the
term ‘‘foreign principal’’ shall have the same
meaning given the term ‘‘foreign national’’
under section 319 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e), as in ef-
fect as of the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 516. ENFORCEMENT OF SPENDING LIMIT ON

PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESI-
DENTIAL CANDIDATES WHO RE-
CEIVE PUBLIC FINANCING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection.—

‘‘(f) ILLEGAL SOLICITATION OF SOFT
MONEY.—No candidate for election to the of-
fice of President or Vice President may re-
ceive amounts from the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund under this chapter or
chapter 96 unless the candidate certifies that
the candidate shall not solicit any funds for
the purposes of influencing such election, in-
cluding any funds used for an independent
expenditure under the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, unless the funds are sub-
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re-
porting requirements of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 517. CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT OF NATION-

ALS OF THE UNITED STATES TO
MAKE POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS.

Section 319(d)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e(d)(2)), as
amended by sections 506(b) and 511(a), is fur-
ther amended by inserting after ‘‘United
States’’ the following: ‘‘or a national of the
United States (as defined in section 101(a)(22)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act)’’.

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

SEC. 601. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE OF
COMMISSION.

There is established a commission to be
known as the ‘‘Independent Commission on
Campaign Finance Reform’’ (referred to in
this title as the ‘‘Commission’’). The pur-
poses of the Commission are to study the
laws relating to the financing of political ac-
tivity and to report and recommend legisla-
tion to reform those laws.
SEC. 602. MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION.

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be
composed of 12 members appointed within 15
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act by the President from among individuals
who are not incumbent Members of Congress
and who are specially qualified to serve on
the Commission by reason of education,
training, or experience.

(b) APPOINTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members shall be ap-

pointed as follows.—
(A) Three members (one of whom shall be

a political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

(B) Three members (one of whom shall be a
political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the majority leader of the Senate.

(C) Three members (one of whom shall be a
political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(D) Three members (one of whom shall be
a political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the minority leader of the Senate.

(2) FAILURE TO SUBMIT LIST OF NOMINEES.—
If an official described in any of the subpara-
graphs of paragraph (1) fails to submit a list
of nominees to the President during the 15-
day period which begins on the date of the
enactment of this Act—

(A) such subparagraph shall no longer
apply; and

(B) the President shall appoint three mem-
bers (one of whom shall be a political inde-
pendent) who meet the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) and such other cri-
teria as the President may apply.

(3) POLITICAL INDEPENDENT DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘‘political inde-
pendent’’ means an individual who at no
time after January 1992—

(A) has held elective office as a member of
the Democratic or Republican party;

(B) has received any wages or salary from
the Democratic or Republican party or from
a Democratic or Republican party office-
holder or candidate; or

(C) has provided substantial volunteer
services or made any substantial contribu-
tion to the Democratic or Republican party
or to a Democratic or Republican party of-
fice-holder or candidate.

(c) CHAIRMAN.—At the time of the appoint-
ment, the President shall designate one
member of the Commission as Chairman of
the Commission.

(d) TERMS.—The members of the Commis-
sion shall serve for the life of the Commis-
sion.

(e) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the manner in which
the original appointment was made.

(f) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than
four members of the Commission may be of
the same political party.
SEC. 603. POWERS OF COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may, for
the purpose of carrying out this title, hold
hearings, sit and act at times and places,
take testimony, and receive evidence as the

Commission considers appropriate. In car-
rying out the preceding sentence, the Com-
mission shall ensure that a substantial num-
ber of its meetings are open meetings, with
significant opportunities for testimony from
members of the general public.

(b) QUORUM.—Seven members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum, but a
lesser number may hold hearings. The ap-
proval of at least nine members of the Com-
mission is required when approving all or a
portion of the recommended legislation. Any
member of the Commission may, if author-
ized by the Commission, take any action
which the Commission is authorized to take
under this section.
SEC. 604. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

(a) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES OF MEM-
BERS.—(1) Each member of the Commission
shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel
time) during which the member is engaged in
the actual performance of duties vested in
the Commission.

(2) Members of the Commission shall re-
ceive travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sec-
tions 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States
Code.

(b) STAFF DIRECTOR.—The Commission
shall, without regard to section 5311(b) of
title 5, United States Code, appoint a staff
director, who shall be paid at the rate of
basic pay payable for level IV of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5,
United States Code.

(c) STAFF OF COMMISSION; SERVICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—With the approval of the

Commission, the staff director of the Com-
mission may appoint and fix the pay of addi-
tional personnel. The Director may make
such appointments without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov-
erning appointments in the competitive
service, and any personnel so appointed may
be paid without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
that title relating to classification and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that an indi-
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in
excess of the maximum annual rate of basic
pay payable for grade GS–15 of the General
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code.

(2) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com-
mission may procure by contract the tem-
porary or intermittent services of experts or
consultants pursuant to section 3109 of title
5, United States Code.
SEC. 605. REPORT AND RECOMMENDED LEGISLA-

TION.
(a) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration

of the 180-day period which begins on the
date on which the second session of the One
Hundred Sixth Congress adjourns sine die,
the Commission shall submit to the Presi-
dent, the Speaker and minority leader of the
House of Representatives, and the majority
and minority leaders of the Senate a report
of the activities of the Commission.

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS; DRAFT OF LEGISLA-
TION.—The report under subsection (a) shall
include any recommendations for changes in
the laws (including regulations) governing
the financing of political activity (taking
into account the provisions of this Act and
the amendments made by this Act), includ-
ing any changes in the rules of the Senate or
the House of Representatives, to which nine
or more members of the Commission may
agree, together with drafts of—

(1) any legislation (including technical and
conforming provisions) recommended by the
Commission to implement such rec-
ommendations; and
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(2) any proposed amendment to the Con-

stitution recommended by the Commission
as necessary to implement such rec-
ommendations, except that if the Commis-
sion includes such a proposed amendment in
its report, it shall also include recommenda-
tions (and drafts) for legislation which may
be implemented prior to the adoption of such
proposed amendment.

(c) GOALS OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND LEGIS-
LATION.—In making recommendations and
preparing drafts of legislation under this sec-
tion, the Commission shall consider the fol-
lowing to be its primary goals:

(1) Encouraging fair and open Federal elec-
tions which provide voters with meaningful
information about candidates and issues.

(2) Eliminating the disproportionate influ-
ence of special interest financing of Federal
elections.

(3) Creating a more equitable electoral sys-
tem for challengers and incumbents.
SEC. 606. EXPEDITED CONGRESSIONAL CONSID-

ERATION OF LEGISLATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—If any legislation is intro-

duced the substance of which implements a
recommendation of the Commission sub-
mitted under section 605(b) (including a joint
resolution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution), subject to subsection (b), the
provisions of section 2908 (other than sub-
section (a)) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 shall apply to the
consideration of the legislation in the same
manner as such provisions apply to a joint
resolution described in section 2908(a) of such
Act.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of apply-
ing subsection (a) with respect to such provi-
sions, the following rules shall apply:

(1) Any reference to the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight of the House of
Representatives and any reference to the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate.

(2) Any reference to the date on which the
President transmits a report shall be deemed
a reference to the date on which the rec-
ommendation involved is submitted under
section 605(b).

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (d)(2) of
section 2908 of such Act—

(A) debate on the legislation in the House
of Representatives, and on all debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection with the leg-
islation, shall be limited to not more than 10
hours, divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the legislation;

(B) debate on the legislation in the Senate,
and on all debatable motions and appeals in
connection with the legislation, shall be lim-
ited to not more than 10 hours, divided
equally between those favoring and those op-
posing the legislation; and

(C) debate in the Senate on any single de-
batable motion and appeal in connection
with the legislation shall be limited to not
more than 1 hour, divided equally between
the mover and the manager of the bill (ex-
cept that in the event the manager of the
bill is in favor of any such motion of appeal,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee), and the majority and minority leader
may each allot additional time from time
under such leader’s control to any Senator
during the consideration of any debatable
motion or appeal.
SEC. 607. TERMINATION

The Commission shall cease to exist 90
days after the date of the submission of its
report under section 605.
SEC. 608. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Commission such sums as are necessary
to carry out its duties under this title.

TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE
HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

SEC. 701. PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE HOUSE
MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS FOR
POLITICAL FUNDRAISING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 29 of title 18,
United States code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-
modations at White House for political
fundraising

‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to
provide or offer to provide any meals or ac-
commodations at the White House in ex-
change for any money or other thing of
value, or as a reward for the provision of any
money or other thing of value, in support of
any political party of the campaign for elec-
toral office of any candidate.

‘‘(b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than 3 years, or both.

‘‘(c) For purposes of this section, any offi-
cial residence or retreat of the President (in-
cluding private residential areas and the
grounds of such a residence or retreat) shall
be treated as part of the White House.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 29 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-
modations at White House for political
fundraising.’’.

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS
REGARDING FUNDRAISING ON FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

SEC. 801. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING
APPLICABILITY OF CONTROLLING
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO FUND-
RAISING ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
PROPERTY.

It is the sense of the Congress that Federal
law clearly demonstrates that ‘controlling
legal authority’ under title 18, United States
Code, prohibits the use of Federal Govern-
ment property to raise campaign funds.
TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION

TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

SEC. 901. PROHIBITION AGAINST ACCEPTANCE
OR SOLICITATION TO OBTAIN AC-
CESS TO CERTAIN FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 11 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

‘‘226. Acceptance or solicitation to obtain ac-
cess to certain Federal Government prop-
erty

‘‘Whoever solicits or receives anything of
value in consideration of providing a person
with access to Air Force One, Marine One,
Air Force Two, Marine Two, the White
House, or the Vice President’s residence,
shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 11 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘‘226. Acceptance or solicitation to obtain ac-
cess to certain Federal Government prop-
erty.’’.

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY

SEC. 1001. REQUIRING NATIONAL PARTIES TO RE-
IMBURSE AT COST FOR USE OF AIR
FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), an amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, and 515, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

‘‘REIMBURSEMENT BY POLITICAL PARTIES FOR
USE OF AIR FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING

‘‘SEC. 328. (a) IN GENERAL. If the President,
Vice President, or the head of any executive
department (as defined in section 101 of title
5, United States Code) uses Air Force One for
transportation for any travel which includes
a fundraising event for the benefit of any po-
litical committee of a national political
party, such political committee shall reim-
burse the Federal Government for the fair
market value of the transportation of the in-
dividual involved, based on the cost of an
equivalent commercial chartered flight.

‘‘(b) AIR FORCE ONE DEFINED.—In sub-
section (a), the term ‘Air Force One’ means
the airplane operated by the Air Force which
has been specially configured to carry out
the mission of transporting the President.’’.

TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF
WALKING AROUND MONEY

SEC. 1101. PROHIBITING CAMPAIGNS FROM PRO-
VIDING CURRENCY TO INDIVIDUALS
FOR PURPOSES OF ENCOURAGING
TURNOUT ON DATE OF ELECTION.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, 515, and 1001, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

‘‘PROHIBITING USE OF CURRENCY TO
PROMOTE ELECTION DAY TURNOUT

‘‘SEC. 329. It shall be unlawful for any po-
litical committee to provide currency to any
individual (directly or through an agent of
the committee) for purposes of encouraging
the individual to appear at the polling place
for the election.’’.
TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT

OF CAMPAIGN LAW
SEC. 1201. ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT OF CAM-

PAIGN FINANCE LAW.
(a) MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT FOR CRIMI-

NAL CONDUCT.—Section 309(d)(1)(A) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971’’ (2
U.S.C. 437g(d)(1)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘shall
be fined, or imprisoned for not more than
one year, or both’’ and inserting ‘‘shall be
imprisoned for not fewer than 1 year and not
more than 10 years’’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence.
(b) CONCURRENT AUTHORITY OF ATTORNEY

GENERAL TO BRING CRIMINAL ACTIONS.—Sec-
tion 309(d) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) In addition to the authority to bring
cases referred pursuant to subsection (a)(5),
the Attorney General may at any time bring
a criminal action for a violation of this Act
or of chapter 95 chapter 96 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to actions brought with respect to elections
occurring after January 1999.
TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT

MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATES

SEC. 1301. BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT
MONEY FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY BY
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES RE-
CEIVING PUBLIC FINANCING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection.

‘‘(f) BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT MONEY
FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No candidate for election
to the office of President or Vice President
who is certified to receive amounts from the
Presidential Election Fund under this chap-
ter or chapter 96 may coordinate the expend-
iture of any funds for issue advocacy with
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any political party unless the funds are sub-
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re-
porting requirements of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.

‘‘(2) ISSUE ADVOCACY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘issue advocacy’ means any
activity carried out for the purpose of influ-
encing the consideration or outcome of any
Federal legislation or the issuance or out-
come of any Federal regulations, or edu-
cating individuals about candidates for elec-
tion for Federal office or any Federal legisla-
tion, law, or regulations (without regard to
whether the activity is carried out for the
purpose of influencing any election for Fed-
eral office).’’.

EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply with respect to
elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CER-

TAIN AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON
INTERNET

SEC. 1401. REQUIREMENT THAT NAMES OF PAS-
SENGERS ON AIR FORCE ONE AND
AIR FORCE TWO BE MADE AVAIL-
ABLE THROUGH THE INTERNET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall make
available through the Internet the name of
any non-Government person who is a pas-
senger on an aircraft designated as Air Force
One or Air Force Two not later than 30 days
after the date that the person is a passenger
on such aircraft.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply in a case in which the President deter-
mines that compliance with such subsection
would be contrary to the national security
interests of the United States. In any such
case, not later than 30 days after the date
that the person whose name will not be made
available through the Internet was a pas-
senger on the aircraft, the President shall
submit to the chairman and ranking member
of the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives
and of the Select Committee on Intelligence
of the Senate—

(1) the name of the person; and
(2) the justification for not making such

name available through the Internet.
(c) DEFINITION OF PERSON.—As used in this

Act, the term ‘‘non-Government person’’
means a person who is not an officer or em-
ployee of the United States, a member of the
Armed Forces, or a Member of Congress.
TITLE XV—EXPULSION PROCEEDINGS

F0R HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

SEC. 1501. PERMITTING CONSIDERATION OF
PRIVILEGED MOTION TO EXPEL
HOUSE MEMBER ACCEPTING ILLE-
GAL FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—If a Member of the House
of Representatives is convicted of a violation
of section 319 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (or any successor provision
prohibiting the solicitation, receipt, or ac-
ceptance of a contribution from a foreign na-
tional), the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, shall immediately consider the
conduct of the Member and shall make a re-
port and recommendations to the House
forthwith concerning that Member which
may include a recommendation for expul-
sion.

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.—
This section is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives, and as such
it is deemed a part of the rules of the House
of Representatives, and it supersedes other
rules only to the extent that it is incon-
sistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House of Representatives
to change the rule at any time, in the same
manner and to the same extent as in the case
of any other rule of the House of Representa-
tives.

TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-
TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGU-
LATIONS

SEC. 1601. SEVERABILITY.
If any provision of this Act or amendment

made by this Act, or the application of a pro-
vision or amendment to any person or cir-
cumstance, is held to be unconstitutional,
the remainder of this Act and amendments
made by this Act, and the application of the
provisions and amendment to any person or
circumstance, shall not be affected by the
holding.
SEC. 1602. REVIEW OF CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES.

An appeal may be taken directly to the Su-
preme Court of the United States from any
final judgment, decree, or order issued by
any Court ruling on the constitutionality of
any provision of this Act or amendment
made by this Act.
SEC. 1603. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act shall take effect upon the expiration of
the 90-day period which begins on the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1604. REGULATIONS.

The Federal Election Commission shall
prescribe any regulations required to carry
out this Act and the amendments made by
this Act not later than 45 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN MONEY EXPENDITURES OF PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H);

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(J) in the case of a political committee of
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State
or local political party, without regard to
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under
this title;’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LOCAL POLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION, REPORTED
UNDER STATE LAW.—Section 304 of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
434), as amended by section 4, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) If a political committee of a State or
local political party is required under a
State or local law to submit a report to an
entity of State or local government regard-
ing its disbursements, the committee shall
file a copy of the report with the Commis-
sion at the same time it submits the report
to such entity.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after January 2001.
SEC. . PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY

OF FEC REPORTS.
(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-

tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A))
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’’ and inserting ‘‘require reports
under.’’

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY POLITICAL COMMITTEE
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in
writing, of any contribution received by the
committee during the period which begins on
the 90th day before an election and ends at

the time the polls close for such election.
This notification shall be made within 24
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day
on which the contribution is deposited) after
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as
appropriate) and the office sought by the
candidate, the identification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of
the contribution.

‘‘(B) The notification required under this
paragraph shall be in addition to all other
reporting requirements under this Act.’’.

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.—
Section 304 of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as amended by
section 6(b), is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(f) The Commission shall make the infor-
mation contained in the reports submitted
under this section available on the Internet
and publicly available at the offices of the
Commission as soon as practicable (but in no
case later than 24 hours) after the informa-
tion is received by the Commission.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to reports for periods beginning on or after
January 2, 2001.

AMENDMENT NO. 2376

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Bipartisan Campaign Finance Reform
Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL
INTEREST INFLUENCE

Sec. 101. Soft money of political parties.
Sec. 102. Increased contribution limits for

State committees of political parties and
aggregate contribution limit for individ-
uals.

Sec. 103. Reporting requirements.

TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND
COORDINATED EXPENDITURES

Sec. 201. Definitions.
Sec. 202. Express advocacy determined with-

out regard to background music.
Sec. 203. Civil penalty.
Sec. 204. Reporting requirements for certain

independent expenditures.
Sec. 205. Independent versus coordinated ex-

penditures by party.
Sec. 206. Coordination with candidates.

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE
Sec. 301. Filing of reports using computers

and facsimile machines.
Sec. 302. Prohibition of deposit of contribu-

tions with incomplete contributor infor-
mation.

Sec. 303. Audits.
Sec. 304. Reporting requirements for con-

tributions of $50 or more.
Sec. 305. Use of candidates’ names.
Sec. 306. Prohibition of false representation

to solicit contributions.
Sec. 307. Soft money of persons other than

political parties.
Sec. 308. Campaign advertising.

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION
Sec. 401. Voluntary personal funds expendi-

ture limit.
Sec. 402. Political party committee coordi-

nated expenditures.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
Sec. 501. Codification of Beck decision.
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Sec. 502. Use of contributed amounts for cer-

tain purposes.
Sec. 503. Limit on congressional use of the

franking privilege.
Sec. 504. Prohibition of fundraising on Fed-

eral property.
Sec. 505. Penalties for violations.
Sec. 506. Strengthening foreign money ban.
Sec. 507. Prohibition of contributions by mi-

nors.
Sec. 508. Expedited procedures.
Sec. 509. Initiation of enforcement pro-

ceeding.
Sec. 510. Protecting equal participation of el-

igible voters in campaigns and elections.
Sec. 511. Penalty for violation of prohibition

against foreign contributions.
Sec. 512. Expedited court review of certain

alleged violations of Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.

Sec. 513. Conspiracy to violate presidential
campaign spending limits.

Sec. 514. Deposit of certain contributions and
donations in Treasury account.

Sec. 515. Establishment of a clearinghouse of
information on political activities within
the Federal Election Commission.

Sec. 516. Enforcement of spending limit on
presidential and vice presidential condi-
tions who received public financing.

Sec. 517. Clarification of right of nationals of
the United States to make political con-
tributions.

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Sec. 601. Establishment and purpose of Com-
mission.

Sec. 602. Membership of Commission.
Sec. 603. Powers of Commission.
Sec. 604. Administrative provisions.
Sec. 605. Report and recommended legisla-

tion.
Sec. 606. Expedited congressional consider-

ation of legislation.
Sec. 607. Termination.
Sec. 608. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE
HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

Sec. 701. Prohibiting use of White House
means and accommodations for political
fundraising.

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS
REGARDING FUNDRAISING ON FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

Sec. 801. Sense of the Congress regarding ap-
plicability of controlling legal authority
of fundraising on Federal government
property.

TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION
TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

Sec. 901. Prohibition against acceptance or
solicitation to obtain access to certain
Federal government property.

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY

Sec. 1001. Requiring national parties to reim-
burse at cost for use of Air Force One for
political fundraising.

TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF
WALKING AROUND MONEY

Sec. 1101. Prohibiting campaigns from pro-
viding currently to individuals for pur-
poses of encouraging turnout on date of
election.

TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT
OF CAMPAIGN LAW

Sec. 1201. Enhancing enforcement of cam-
paign finance law.

TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT
MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATES

Sec. 1301. Ban on coordination of soft money
for issue advocacy by presidential can-
didates receiving public financing.

TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CER-
TAIN AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON
INTERNET

Sec. 1401. Requirement that names of pas-
sengers on Air Force One and Air Force
Two be made available through the
Internet.

TITLE XV—EXPLUSION PROCEEDINGS
FOR HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

Sec. 1501. Permitting consideration of privi-
leged motion to expel House member ac-
cepting illegal foreign contribution.

TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-
TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGU-
LATIONS

Sec. 1601. Severability.
Sec. 1602. Review of constitutional issues.
Sec. 1603. Effective date.
Sec. 1604. Regulations.

TITLE I—REDUCTION OF SPECIAL
INTEREST INFLUENCE

SEC. 101. SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion.—

‘‘SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES
‘‘SEC.—323. (a) NATIONAL COMMITTEE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL: A national committee of a

political party (including a national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political
party) and any officers or agents of such
party committees, shall not solicit, receive,
or direct to another person a contribution,
donation, or transfer of funds, or spend any
funds, that are not subject to the limita-
tions, prohibitions, and reporting require-
ments of this Act.

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.— This subsection shall
apply to an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or
controlled by a national committee of a po-
litical party (including a national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political
party), or an entity acting on behalf of a na-
tional committee and an officer or agent act-
ing on behalf of any such committee or enti-
ty.

‘‘(b) STATE, DISTRICT, AND LOCAL COMMIT-
TEES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An amount that is ex-
pended or disbursed by a State, district, or
local committee of a political party (includ-
ing an entity that is directly or indirectly
established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party and an officer or
agent acting on behalf of such committee or
entity) for Federal election activity shall be
made from funds subject to the limitations,
prohibitions, and reporting requirements of
this Act.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL ELECTION ACTIVITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Federal elec-

tion activity’ means—
‘‘(i) voter registration activity during the

period that begins on the date that is 120
days before the date a regularly scheduled
Federal election is held and ends on the date
of the election;

‘‘(ii) voter identification, get-out-the-vote
activity, or generic campaign activity con-
ducted in connection with an election in
which a candidate for Federal office appears
on the ballot (regardless of whether a can-
didate for State or local office also appears
on the ballot); and

‘‘(iii) a communication that refers to a
clearly identified candidate for Federal of-

fice (regardless of whether a candidate for
State or local office is also mentioned or
identified) and is made for the purpose of in-
fluencing a Federal election (regardless of
whether the communication is express advo-
cacy).

‘‘(B) EXCLUDED ACTIVITY.—The term ‘Fed-
eral election activity’ does not include an
amount expended or disbursed by a State,
district, or local committee of a political
party for—

‘‘(i) campaign activity conducted solely on
behalf of a clearly identified candidate for
State or local office, provided the campaign
activity is not a Federal election activity de-
scribed in subparagraph (A);

‘‘(ii) a contribution to a candidate for
State or local office, provided the contribu-
tion is not designated or used to pay for a
Federal election activity described in sub-
paragraph (A);

‘‘(iii) the costs of a State, district, or local
political convention;

‘‘(iv) the costs of grassroots campaign ma-
terials, including buttons, bumper stickers,
and yard signs, that name or depict only a
candidate for State or local office;

‘‘(v) the non-Federal share of a State, dis-
trict, or local party committee’s administra-
tive and overhead expenses (but not includ-
ing the compensation in any month of an in-
dividual who spends more than 20 percent of
the individual’s time on Federal election ac-
tivity) as determined by a regulation pro-
mulgated by the Commission to determine
the non-Federal share of a State, district, or
local party committee’s administrative and
overhead expenses; and

‘‘(vi) the cost of constructing or pur-
chasing an office facility or equipment for a
State, district or local committee.

‘‘(c) FUNDRAISING COSTS.—An amount spent
by a national, State, district, or local com-
mittee of a political party, by an entity that
is established, financed, maintained, or con-
trolled by a national, State, district, or local
committee of a political party, or by an
agent or officer of any such committee or en-
tity, to raise funds that are used, in whole or
in part, to pay the costs of a Federal election
activity shall be made from funds subject to
the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting
requirements of this Act.

‘‘(d) TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—A na-
tional, State, district, or local committee of
a political party (including a national con-
gressional campaign committee of a political
party), an entity that is directly or indi-
rectly established, financed, maintained, or
controlled by any such national, State, dis-
trict, or local committee or its agent, and an
officer or agent acting on behalf of any such
party committee or entity, shall not solicit
any funds for, or make or direct any dona-
tions to, an organization that is described in
section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 and exempt from taxation under sec-
tion 501(a) of such Code (or has submitted an
application to the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service for determination of
tax-exemption under such section).

‘‘(e) CANDIDATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A candidate, individual

holding Federal office, agent of a candidate
or individual holding Federal office, or an
entity directly or indirectly established, fi-
nanced, maintained or controlled by or act-
ing on behalf of one or more candidates or
individuals holding Federal office, shall
not—

‘‘(A) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or
spend funds in connection with an election
for Federal office, including funds for any
Federal election activity, unless the funds
are subject to the limitations. prohibitions,
and reporting requirements of this Act; or

‘‘(B) solicit, receive, direct, transfer, or
spend funds in connection with any election
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other than an election for Federal office or
disburse funds in connection with such an
election unless the funds—

‘‘(i) are not in excess of the amounts per-
mitted with respect to contributions to can-
didates and political committees under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of section 315(a); and

‘‘(ii) are not from sources prohibited by
this Act from making contributions with re-
spect to an election for Federal office.

‘‘(2) STATE LAW.—Paragraph (1) does not
apply to the solicitation, receipt, or spending
of funds by an individual who is a candidate
for a State or local office in connection with
such election for State or local office if the
solicitation, receipt, or spending of funds is
permitted under State law for any activity
other than a Federal election activity.

‘‘(3) FUNDRAISING EVENTS.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), a candidate may at-
tend, speak, or be a featured guest at a fund
raising event for a State, district, or local
committee of a political party.’’.
SEC. 102. INCREASED CONTRIBUTION LIMITS FOR

STATE COMMITTEES OF POLITICAL
PARTIES AND AGGREGATE CON-
TRIBUTION LIMIT FOR INDIVIDUALS.

(a) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR STATE COMMIT-
TEES OF POLITICAL PARTIES.—Section
315(a)(1) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (C)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(other than a committee

described in subparagraph (D))’’ after ‘‘com-
mittee’’; and

(B) by striking the period at the end and
inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following.—
‘‘(D) to a political committee established

and maintained by a State committee of a
political party in any calendar year that, in
the aggregate, exceed $10,000’’.

(b) AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTION LIMIT FOR IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Section 315(a)(3) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
441a(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘$25,000’’
and inserting ‘‘$30,000’’.
SEC. 103. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 304
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 434) (as amended by section 204) is
amended by inserting after subsection (d) the
following.—

‘‘(e) POLITICAL COMMITTEES.—
‘‘(1) NATIONAL AND CONGRESSIONAL POLIT-

ICAL COMMITTEES.—The national committee
of a political party, any national congres-
sional campaign committee of a political
party, and any subordinate committee of ei-
ther, shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments during the reporting period.

‘‘(2) OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES TO WHICH
SECTION 323 APPLIES: In addition to any other
reporting requirements applicable under this
Act, a political committee (not described in
paragraph (1)) to which section 323(b)(1) ap-
plies shall report all receipts and disburse-
ments made for activities described in para-
graphs (2)(A) and (2)(B)(v) of section 323(b).

‘‘(3) ITEMIZATION.—If a political committee
has receipts or disbursements to which this
subsection applies from any person aggre-
gating in excess of $200 for any calendar
year, the political committee shall sepa-
rately itemize its reporting for such person
in the same manner as required in para-
graphs (3)(A), (5), and (6) of subsection (b).

‘‘(4) REPORTING PERIODS.—Reports required
to be filed under this subsection shall be
filed for the same time periods required for
political committees under subsection (a)’’.

(b) BUILDING FUND EXCEPTION TO THE DEFI-
NITION OF CONTRIBUTION.—Section 301(8)(B) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 431(8)(B)) is amended—

(1) by striking clause (viii); and

(2) by redesignating clauses (ix) through
(xiv) as clauses (viii) through (xiii), respec-
tively.

TITLE II—INDEPENDENT AND
COORDINATED EXPENDITURES

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS.
(a) DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENT EXPENDI-

TURE.—Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by
striking paragraph (17) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(17) INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.— The term ‘independent

expenditure’ means an expenditure by a
person—

‘‘(i) for a communication that is express
advocacy; and

‘‘(ii) that is not coordinated activity or is
not provided in coordination with a can-
didate or a candidate’s agent or a person who
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—
Section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(20) EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘express advo-

cacy’ means a communication that advo-
cates the election or defeat of a candidate
by—

‘‘(i) containing a phrase such as ‘vote for’,
‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your ballot for’,
‘(name of candidate) for Congress’, ‘(name of
candidate) in 1997’, ‘vote against’, ‘defeat’,
‘reject’, or a campaign slogan or words that
in context can have no reasonable meaning
other than to advocate the election or defeat
of one or more clearly identified candidates;

‘‘(ii) referring to one or more clearly iden-
tified candidates in a paid advertisement
that is transmitted through radio or tele-
vision within 60 calendar days preceding the
date of an election of the candidate and that
appears in the State in which the election is
occurring, except that with respect to a can-
didate for the office of Vice President or
President, the time period is within 60 cal-
endar days preceding the date of a general
election; or

‘‘(iii) expressing unmistakable and unam-
biguous support for or opposition to one or
more clearly identified candidates when
taken as a whole and with limited reference
to external events, such as proximity to an
election.

‘‘(B) VOTING RECORD AND VOTING GUIDE EX-
CEPTION.—The term ‘express advocacy’ does
not include a communication which is in
printed form or posted on the Internet that—

‘‘(i) presents information solely about the
voting record or position on a campaign
issue of one or more candidates (including
any statement by the sponsor of the voting
record or voting guide of its agreement or
disagreement with the record or position of a
candidate), so long as the voting record or
voting guide when taken as a whole does not
express unmistakable and unambiguous sup-
port for or opposition to one or more clearly
identified candidates;

‘‘(ii) is not coordinated activity or is not
made in coordination with a candidate, po-
litical party, or agent of the candidate or
party, or a candidate’s agent or a person who
is coordinating with a candidate or a can-
didate’s agent, except that nothing in this
clause may be construed to prevent the spon-
sor of the voting guide from directing ques-
tions in writing to a candidate about the
candidate’s position on issues for purposes of
preparing a voter guide or to prevent the
candidate from responding in writing to such
questions; and

‘‘(iii) does not contain a phrase such as
‘vote for’, ‘re-elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your bal-
lot for’, ‘(name of candidate) for Congress’,

‘(name of candidate) in 1997’, ‘vote against’,
‘defeat’, ‘reject’, or a campaign slogan or
words that in context can have no reasonable
meaning other than to urge the election or
defeat of one or more clearly identified can-
didates.’’.

(c) DEFINITION OF EXPENDITURE.—Section
301(9)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in clause (ii), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) a payment made by a political com-

mittee for a communication that—
‘‘(I) refers to a clearly identified candidate;

and
‘‘(II) is for the purpose of influencing a

Federal election (regardless of whether the
communication is express advocacy).’’.
SEC. 202. EXPRESS ADVOCACY DETERMINED

WITHOUT REGARD TO BACKGROUND
MUSIC.

Section 301(20) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(20)), as
added by section 201(b), is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) BACKGROUND MUSIC.—In determining
whether any communication by television or
radio broadcast constitutes express advocacy
for purposes of this Act, there shall not be
taken into account any background music
not including lyrics used in such broad-
cast.’’.
SEC. 203. CIVIL PENALTY.

Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (4)(A)—
(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘clause (ii)’’

and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii)’’; and
(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iii) If the Commission determines by an

affirmative vote of 4 of its members that
there is probable cause to believe that a per-
son has made a knowing and willful violation
of section 304(c), the Commission shall not
enter into a conciliation agreement under
this paragraph and may institute a civil ac-
tion for relief under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and

(B) in paragraph (6)(B), by inserting ‘‘(ex-
cept an action instituted in connection with
a knowing and willful violation of section
304(c))’ after ‘subparagraph (A)’’; and

(2) in subsection (d)(1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Any

person’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in
subparagraph (D), any person’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following.—
‘‘(D) In the case of a knowing and willful

violation of section 304(c) that involves the
reporting of an independent expenditure, the
violation shall not be subject to this sub-
section.’’.
SEC. 204. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES.
Section 304 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended—
(1) in subsection (c)(2), by striking the un-

designated matter after subparagraph (C);
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) of sub-

section (c) as subsection (f); and
(3) by inserting after subsection (c)(2) (as

amended by paragraph (1)) the following.—
‘‘(d) TIME FOR REPORTING CERTAIN EXPEND-

ITURES.—
‘‘(1) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $1,000.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $1,000 or more after the 20th day,
but more than 24 hours, before the date of an
election shall file a report describing the ex-
penditures within 24 hours after that amount
of independent expenditures has been made.

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person
files a report under subparagraph (A), the
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person shall file an additional report within
24 hours after each time the person makes or
contracts to make independent expenditures
aggregating an additional $1,000 with respect
to the same election as that to which the ini-
tial report relates.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES AGGREGATING $10,000.—
‘‘(A) INITIAL REPORT.—A person (including

a political committee) that makes or con-
tracts to make independent expenditures ag-
gregating $10,000 or more at any time up to
and including the 20th day before the date of
an election shall file a report describing the
expenditures within 48 hours after that
amount of independent expenditures has
been made.

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—After a person
files a report under subparagraph (A), the
person shall file an additional report within
48 hours after each time the person makes or
contracts to make independent expenditures
aggregating an additional $10,000 with re-
spect to the same election as that to which
the initial report relates.

‘‘(3) PLACE OF FILING; CONTENTS.—A report
under this subsection—

‘‘(A) shall be filed with the Commission;
and

‘‘(B) shall contain the information required
by subsection (b)(6)(B)(iii), including the
name of each candidate whom an expendi-
ture is intended to support or oppose.’’.
SEC. 205. INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED

EXPENDITURES BY PARTY.
Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and (3)’’

and inserting, ‘‘(3), and (4)’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) INDEPENDENT VERSUS COORDINATED EX-

PENDITURES BY PARTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On or after the date on

which a political party nominates a can-
didate, a committee of the political party
shall not make both expenditures under this
subsection and independent expenditures (as
defined in section 301(17)) with respect to the
candidate during the election cycle.

‘‘(B) CERTIFICATION.—Before making a co-
ordinated expenditure under this subsection
with respect to a candidate, a committee of
a political party shall file with the Commis-
sion a certification, signed by the treasurer
of the committee, that the committee has
not and shall not make any independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate dur-
ing the same election cycle.

‘‘(C) APPLICATION.—For purposes of this
paragraph, all political committees estab-
lished and maintained by a national political
party (including all congressional campaign
committees) and all political committees es-
tablished and maintained by a State polit-
ical party (including any subordinate com-
mittee of a State committee) shall be consid-
ered to be a single political committee.

‘‘(D) TRANSFERS.—A committee of a polit-
ical party that submits a certification under
subparagraph (B) with respect to a candidate
shall not, during an election cycle, transfer
any funds to, assign authority to make co-
ordinated expenditures under this subsection
to, or receive a transfer of funds from, a
committee of the political party that has
made or intends to make an independent ex-
penditure with respect to the candidate.’’.
SEC. 206. COORDINATION WITH CANDIDATES.

(a) DEFINITION OF COORDINATION WITH CAN-
DIDATES.—

(1) SECTION 301(8).—Section 301(8) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
431(8)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i);
(ii) by striking the period at the end of

clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(iii) coordinated activity (as defined in
subparagraph (C)).’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following.—
‘‘(C) ‘‘Coordinated activity’’ means any-

thing of value provided by a person in coordi-
nation with a candidate, an agent of the can-
didate, or the political party of the can-
didate or its agent for the purpose of influ-
encing a Federal election (regardless of
whether the value being provided is a com-
munication that is express advocacy) in
which such candidate seeks nomination or
election to Federal office, and includes any
of the following.—

‘‘(i) A payment made by a person in co-
operation, consultation, or concert with, at
the request or suggestion of, or pursuant to
any general or particular understanding with
a candidate, the candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, the political party of the candidate,
or an agent acting on behalf of a candidate,
authorized committee, or the political party
of the candidate.

‘‘(ii) A payment made by a person for the
production, dissemination, distribution, or
republication, in whole or in part, of any
broadcast or any written graphic, or other
form of campaign material prepared by a
candidate, a candidate’s authorized com-
mittee, or an agent of a candidate or author-
ized committee (not including a communica-
tion described in paragraph (9)(B)(i) or a
communication that expressly advocates the
candidate’s defeat).

‘‘(iii) A payment made by a person based
on information about a candidate’s plans,
projects, or needs provided to the person
making the payment by the candidate or the
candidate’s agent who provides the informa-
tion with the intent that the payment be
made.

‘‘(iv) A payment made by a person if, in the
same election cycle in which the payment is
made, the person making the payment is
serving or has served as a member, em-
ployee, fundraiser, or agent of the can-
didate’s authorized committee in an execu-
tive or policymaking position.

‘‘(v) A payment made by a person if the
person making the payment has served in
any formal policy making or advisory posi-
tion with the candidate’s campaign or has
participated in formal strategic or formal
policymaking discussions (other than any
discussion treated as a lobbying contact
under the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 in
the case of a candidate holding Federal office
or as a similar lobbying activity in the case
of a candidate holding State or other elec-
tive office) with the candidate’s campaign
relating to the candidate’s pursuit of nomi-
nation for election, or election, to Federal
office, in the same election cycle as the elec-
tion cycle in which the payment is made.

‘‘(vi) A payment made by a person if, in the
same election cycle, the person making the
payment retains the professional services of
any person that has provided or is providing
campaign-related services in the same elec-
tion cycle to a candidate (including services
provided through a political committee of
the candidate’s political party) in connec-
tion with the candidate’s pursuit of nomina-
tion for election, or election, to Federal of-
fice, including services relating to the can-
didate’s decision to seek Federal office, and
the person retained is retained to work on
activities relating to that candidate’s cam-
paign.

‘‘(vii) A payment made by a person who
has directly participated in fundraising ac-
tivities with the candidate or in the solicita-
tion or receipt of contributions on behalf of
the candidate.

‘‘(viii) A payment made by a person who
has communicated with the candidate or an
agent of the candidate (including a commu-
nication through a political committee of

the candidate’s political party) after the dec-
laration of candidacy (including a pollster,
media consultant, vendor, advisor, or staff
member acting on behalf of the candidate),
about advertising message, allocation of re-
source, fundraising, or other campaign mat-
ters related to the candidate’s campaign, in-
cluding campaign operations, staffing, tac-
tics, or strategy.

‘‘(ix) The provision of in-kind professional
services or polling data (including services
or data provided through a political com-
mittee of the candidate’s political party) to
the candidate or candidate’s agent.

‘‘(x) A payment made by a person who has
engaged in a coordinated activity with a can-
didate described in clauses (i) through (ix)
for a communication that clearly refers to
the candidate or the candidate’s opponent
and is for the purpose of influencing that
candidate’s election (regardless of whether
the communication is express advocacy).

‘‘(D) For purposes of subparagraph (C), the
term ‘professional services’ means polling,
media advice, fundraising, campaign re-
search or direct mail (except for mailhouse
services solely for the distribution of voter
guides as defined in section 431(20)(B)) serv-
ices in support of a candidate’s pursuit of
nomination for election, or election, to Fed-
eral office.

‘‘(E) For purposes of subparagraph (C), all
political committees established and main-
tained by a national political party (includ-
ing all congressional campaign committees)
and all political committees established and
maintained by a State political party (in-
cluding any subordinate committee of a
State committee) shall be considered to be a
single political committee.’’.

(2) SECTION 315(a)(7).—Section 315(a)(7) (2
U.S.C. 441a(a)(7)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following—

‘‘(B) a coordinated activity, as described in
section 301(8)(C), shall be considered to be a
contribution to the candidate, and in the
case of a limitation on expenditures, shall be
treated as an expenditure by the candidate.

‘‘(b) MEANING OF CONTRIBUTION OR EXPENDI-
TURE FOR THE PURPOSES OF SECTION 316.—
Section 316(b)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441b(b)) is
amended by striking shall include’ and in-
serting ‘includes a contribution or expendi-
ture, as those terms are defined in section
301, and also includes’ ’’.

TITLE III—DISCLOSURE
SEC. 301. FILING OF REPORTS USING COM-

PUTERS AND FACSIMILE MACHINES.
Section 304(a) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended
by striking paragraph (11) and inserting the
following—

‘‘(11)(A) The Commission shall promulgate
a regulation under which a person required
to file a designation, statement, or report
under this Act—

‘‘(i) is required to maintain and file a des-
ignation, statement, or report for any cal-
endar year in electronic form accessible by
computers if the person has, or has reason to
expect to have, aggregate contributions or
expenditures in excess of a threshold amount
determined by the Commission; and

‘‘(ii) may maintain and file a designation,
statement, or report in electronic form or an
alternative form, including the use of a fac-
simile machine, if not required to do so
under the regulation promulgated under
clause (i).

‘‘(B) The Commission shall make a des-
ignation, statement, report, or notification
that is filed electronically with the Commis-
sion accessible to the public on the Internet
not later than 24 hours after the designation,
statement, report, or notification is received
by the Commission.
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‘‘(C) In promulgating a regulation under

this paragraph, the Commission shall pro-
vide methods (other than requiring a signa-
ture on the document being filed) for
verifying designations, statements, and re-
ports covered by the regulation. Any docu-
ment verified under any of the methods shall
be treated for all purposes (including pen-
alties for perjury) in the same manner as a
document verified by signature.’’.
SEC. 302. PROHIBITION OF DEPOSIT OF CON-

TRIBUTIONS WITH INCOMPLETE
CONTRIBUTOR INFORMATION.

Section 302 of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(j) DEPOSIT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—The treas-
urer of a candidate’s authorized committee
shall not deposit, except in an escrow ac-
count, or otherwise negotiate a contribution
from a person who makes an aggregate
amount of contributions in excess of $200
during a calendar year unless the treasurer
verifies that the information required by
this section with respect to the contributor
is complete.’.
SEC. 303. AUDITS.

(a) RANDOM AUDITS.—Section 311(b) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
‘‘The Commission’’;

(2) by moving the text 2 ems to the right;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) RANDOM AUDITS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (1), the Commission may conduct ran-
dom audits and investigations to ensure vol-
untary compliance with this Act. The selec-
tion of any candidate for a random audit or
investigation shall be based on criteria
adopted by a vote of at least four members of
the Commission.

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The Commission shall
not conduct an audit or investigation of a
candidate’s authorized committee under sub-
paragraph (A) until the candidate is no
longer a candidate for the office sought by
the candidate in an election cycle.

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY.—This paragraph does
not apply to an authorized committee of a
candidate for President or Vice President
subject to audit under section 9007 or 9038 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF PERIOD DURING WHICH
CAMPAIGN AUDITS MAY BE BEGUN.—Section
311(b) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 438(b)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘6 months’ and inserting ‘‘12 months’’.
SEC. 304. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CON-

TRIBUTIONS OF $50 OR MORE
Section 304(b)(3)(A) of the Federal Election

Campaign Act at 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(b)(3)(A) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$200’’ and inserting ‘‘$50’’;
and

(2) by striking the semicolon and inserting
‘‘, except that in the case of a person who
makes contributions aggregating at least $50
but not more than $200 during the calendar
year, the identification need include only
the name and address of the person;’’.
SEC. 305. USE OF CANDIDATES’ NAMES.

Section 302(e) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432(e)) is amended
by striking paragraph (4) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(4)(A) The name of each authorized com-
mittee shall include the name of the can-
didate who authorized the committee under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) A political committee that is not an
authorized committee shall not—

‘‘(i) include the name of any candidate in
its name; or

‘‘(ii) except in the case of a national, State,
or local party committee, use the name of

any candidate in any activity on behalf of
the committee in such a context as to sug-
gest that the committee is an authorized
committee of the candidate or that the use
of the candidate’s name has been authorized
by the candidate.’’.
SEC. 306. PROHIBITION OF FALSE REPRESENTA-

TION TO SOLICIT CONTRIBUTIONS.
Section 322 of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441h) is amended—
(1) by inserting after ‘‘SEC. 322.’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL:’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—No

person shall solicit contributions by falsely
representing himself or herself as a can-
didate or as a representative of a candidate,
a political committee, or a political party.’’.
SEC. 307. SOFT MONEY OF PERSONS OTHER THAN

POLITICAL PARTIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434)
(as amended by section 103(c) and section 204)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(g) DISBURSEMENTS OF PERSONS OTHER
THAN POLITICAL PARTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person, other than a
political committee of a political party or a
person described in section 501(d) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, that makes an
aggregate amount of disbursements in excess
of $50,000 during a calendar year for activi-
ties described in paragraph (2) shall file a
statement with the Commission—

‘‘(A) on a monthly basis as described in
subsection (a)(4)(B); or

‘‘(B) in the case of disbursements that are
made within 20 days of an election, within 24
hours after the disbursement are made.

‘‘(2) ACTIVITY.—The activity described in
this paragraph is—

‘‘(A) Federal election activity;
‘‘(B) an activity described in section

316(b)(2)(A) that expresses support for or op-
position to a candidate for Federal office or
a political party; and

‘‘(C) an activity described in subparagraph
(B) or (C) of section 316(b)(2).

‘‘(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection does
not apply to—

‘‘(A) a candidate or a candidate’s author-
ized committees; or

‘‘(B) an independent expenditure.
‘‘(4) CONTENTS.—A statement under this

section shall contain such information about
the disbursements made during the reporting
period as the Commission shall prescribe,
including—

‘‘(A) the aggregate amount of disburse-
ments made;

‘‘(B) the name and address of the person or
entity to whom a disbursement is made in an
aggregate amount in excess of $200;

‘‘(C) the date made, amount, and purpose
of the disbursement; and

‘‘(D) if applicable, whether the disburse-
ment was in support of, or in opposition to,
a candidate or a political party, and the
name of the candidate or the political
party.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF GENERIC CAMPAIGN AC-
TIVITY.—Section 301 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) (as
amended by section 201(b)) is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(21) GENERIC CAMPAIGN ACTIVITY.—The
term ‘generic campaign activity’ means an
activity that promotes a political party and
does not promote a candidate or non-Federal
candidate.’’
SEC. 308. CAMPAIGN ADVERTISING.

Section 318 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441d) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting

‘‘Whenever a political committee makes a

disbursement for the purpose of financing
any communication through any broad-
casting station, newspaper, magazine, out-
door advertising facility, mailing, or any
other type of general public political adver-
tising, or whenever’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘an expenditure’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a disbursement’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘direct’’; and
(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and per-

manent street address’’ and ‘‘name’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(c) Any printed communication described

in subsection (a) shall—
‘‘(1) be of sufficient type size to be clearly

readable by the recipient of the communica-
tion;

‘‘(2) be contained in a printed box set apart
from the other contents of the communica-
tion; and

‘‘(3) be printed with a reasonable degree of
color contrast between the background and
the printed statement.

‘‘(d)(1) Any communication described in
paragraphs (1) or (2) of subsection (a) which
is transmitted through radio or television
shall include, in addition to the require-
ments of that paragraph, an audio statement
by the candidate that identifies the can-
didate and states that the candidate has ap-
proved the communication.

‘‘(2) If a communication described in para-
graph (1) is transmitted through television,
the communication shall include, in addition
to the audio statement under paragraph (1),
a written statement that—

‘‘(A) appears at the end of the communica-
tion in a clearly readable manner with a rea-
sonable degree of color contrast between the
background and the printed statement, for a
period of at least 4 seconds; and

‘‘(B) is accompanied by a clearly identifi-
able photographic or similar image of the
candidate.

‘‘(e) Any communication described in para-
graph (3) of subsection (a) which is trans-
mitted through radio or television shall in-
clude, in addition to the requirements of
that paragraph, in a clearly spoken manner,
the following statement: ‘XXXXXXX is re-
sponsible for the content of this advertise-
ment.’ (with the blank to be filled in with
the name of the political committee or other
person paying for the communication and
the name of any connected organization of
the payor). If transmitted through tele-
vision, the statement shall also appear in a
clearly readable manner with a reasonable
degree of color contrast between the back-
ground and the printed statement, for a pe-
riod of at least 4 seconds.’’

TITLE IV—PERSONAL WEALTH OPTION
SEC. 401. VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS EX-

PENDITURE LIMIT.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by section 101, is further amended by adding
at the end the following new section:

‘‘VOLUNTARY PERSONAL FUNDS
EXPENDITURE LIMIT

Sec. 324. (a) ELIGIBLE CONGRESSIONAL CAN-
DIDATE.—

(1) PRIMARY ELECTION.—
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible primary election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with
the Commission a declaration that the can-
didate and the candidate’s authorized com-
mittees will not make expenditures in excess
of the personal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than
the date on which the candidate files with
the appropriate State officer as a candidate
for the primary election.
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‘‘(2) GENERAL ELECTION.—
‘‘(A) DECLARATION.—A candidate for elec-

tion for Senator or Representative in or Del-
egate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress is an eligible general election Congres-
sional candidate if the candidate files with
the Commission—

‘‘(i) a declaration under penalty of perjury,
with supporting documentation as required
by the Commission, that the candidate and
the candidate’s authorized committees did
not exceed the personal funds expenditure
limit in connection with the primary elec-
tion; and

‘‘(ii) a declaration that the candidate and
the candidate’s authorized committees will
not make expenditures in excess of the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(B) TIME TO FILE.—The declaration under
subparagraph (A) shall be filed not later than
7 days after the earlier of—

‘‘(i) the date on which the candidate quali-
fies for the general election ballot under
State law; or

‘‘(ii) if under State law, a primary or run-
off election to qualify for the general ballot
occurs after September 1, the date on which
the candidate wins the primary or runoff
election.

‘‘(b) PERSONAL FUNDS EXPENDITURE
LIMIT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount of
expenditures that may be made in connec-
tion with an election by an eligible Congres-
sional candidate or the candidate’s author-
ized committees from the sources described
in paragraph (2) shall not exceed $50,000.

‘‘(2) SOURCES.—A source is described in this
paragraph if the source is—

‘‘(A) personal funds of the candidate and
members of the candidate’s immediate fam-
ily; or

‘‘(B) proceeds of indebtedness incurred by
the candidate or a member of the candidate’s
immediate family.

‘‘(C) CERTIFICATION BY THE COMMISSION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

determine whether a candidate has met the
requirements of this section and, based on
the determination, issue a certification stat-
ing whether the candidate is an eligible Con-
gressional candidate.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR CERTIFICATION.—Not later
than 7 business days after a candidate files a
declaration under paragraph (1) or (2) of sub-
section (a), the Commission shall certify
whether the candidate is an eligible Congres-
sional candidate.

‘‘(3) REVOCATION.—The Commission shall
revoke a certification under paragraph (1),
based on information submitted in such form
and manner as the Commission may require
or on information that comes to the Com-
mission by other means, if the Commission
determines that a candidate violates the per-
sonal funds expenditure limit.

‘‘(4) DETERMINATIONS BY COMMISSION.—A
determination made by the Commission
under this subsection shall be final, except
to the extent that the determination is sub-
ject to examination and audit by the Com-
mission and to judicial review.

‘‘(d) PENALTY.—If the Commission revokes
the certification of an eligible Congressional
candidate—

‘‘(1) the Commission shall notify the can-
didate of the revocation; and

‘‘(2) the candidate and a candidate’s au-
thorized committees shall pay to the Com-
mission an amount equal to the amount of
expenditures made by a national committee
of a political party or a State committee of
a political party in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of the candidate
under section 315(d).’’.
SEC. 402. POLITICAL PARTY COMMITTEE COORDI-

NATED EXPENDITURES.
Section 315(d) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)) (as amend-

ed by section 204) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(5) This subsection does not apply to ex-
penditures made in connection with the gen-
eral election campaign of a candidate for
Senator or Representative in or Delegate or
Resident Commissioner to the Congress who
is not an eligible Congressional candidate (as
defined in section 324(a)).’’.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 501 CODIFICATION OF BECK DECISION.

Section 8 of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 158) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) NONUNION MEMBER PAYMENTS TO
LABOR ORGANIZATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be an unfair
labor practice for any labor organization
which receives a payment from an employee
pursuant to an agreement that requires em-
ployees who are not members of the organi-
zation to make payments to such organiza-
tion in lieu of organization dues or fees not
to establish and implement the objection
procedure described in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) OBJECTION PROCEDURE:—The objection
procedure required under paragraph (1) shall
meet the following requirements:

‘‘(A) The labor organization shall annually
provide to employees who are covered by
such agreement but are not members of the
organization—

‘‘(i) reasonable personal notice of the ob-
jection procedure, a list of the employees eli-
gible to invoke the procedure, and the time,
place, and manner for filing an objection;
and

‘‘(ii) reasonable opportunity to file an ob-
jection to paying for organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining, including but
not limited to the opportunity to file such
objection by mail.

‘‘(B) If an employee who is not a member of
the labor organization files an objection
under the procedure in subparagraph (A),
such organization shall—

‘‘(i) reduce the payments in lieu of organi-
zation dues or fees by such employee by an
amount which reasonably reflects the ratio
that the organization’s expenditures sup-
porting political activities unrelated to col-
lective bargaining bears to such organiza-
tion’s total expenditures; and

‘‘(ii) provide such employee with a reason-
able explanation of the organization’s cal-
culation of such reduction, including calcu-
lating the amount of organization expendi-
tures supporting political activities unre-
lated to collective bargaining.

‘‘(3) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘expenditures supporting political ac-
tivities unrelated to collective bargaining’
means expenditures in connection with a
Federal, State, or local election or in con-
nection with efforts to influence legislation
unrelated to collective bargaining.’’.
SEC. 502. USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR

CERTAIN PURPOSES.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by striking section 313 and inserting the fol-
lowing:
‘‘USE OF CONTRIBUTED AMOUNTS FOR CERTAIN

PURPOSES

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) PERMITTED USES.—A con-
tribution accepted by a candidate, and any
other amount received by an individual as
support for activities of the individual as a
holder of Federal office, may be used by the
candidate or individual—

‘‘(1) for expenditures in connection with
the campaign for Federal office of the can-
didate or individual;

‘‘(2) for ordinary and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with duties of the in-
dividual as a holder of Federal office;

‘‘(3) for contributions to an organization
described in section 170(c) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; or

‘‘(4) for transfers to a national, State, or
local committee of a political party.

‘‘(b) PROHIBITED USE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A contribution or

amount described in subsection (a) shall not
be converted by any person to personal use.

‘‘(2) CONVERSION.—For the purposes of
paragraph (1), a contribution or amount
shall be considered to be converted to per-
sonal use if the contribution or amount is
used to fulfill any commitment, obligation,
or expense of a person that would exist irre-
spective of the candidate’s election cam-
paign or individual’s duties as a holder of
Federal officeholder, including—

‘‘(A) a home mortgage, rent, or utility pay-
ment;

‘‘(B) a clothing purchase;
‘‘(C) a noncampaign-related automobile ex-

pense;
‘‘(D) a country club membership;
‘‘(E) a vacation or other noncampaign-re-

lated trip;
‘‘(F) a household food item;
‘‘(G) a tuition payment;
‘‘(H) admission to a sporting event, con-

cert, theater, or other form of entertainment
not associated with an election campaign;
and

‘‘(I) dues, fees, and other payments to a
health club or recreational facility.’’.
SEC. 503. LIMIT ON CONGRESSIONAL USE OF THE

FRANKING PRIVILEGE.
Section 3210(a)(6) of title 39, United States

Code, is amended by striking subparagraph
(A) and inserting the following:

‘‘(A) A Member of Congress shall not mail
any mass mailing as franked mail during the
180-day period which ends on the date of the
general election for the office held by the
Member or during the 90-day period which
ends on the date of any primary election for
that office, unless the Member has made a
public announcement that the Member will
not be a candidate for reelection during that
year or for election to any other Federal of-
fice.’’.
SEC. 504. PROHIBITION OF FUNDRAISING ON

FEDERAL PROPERTY.
Section 607 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall be unlawful for

any person to solicit or receive a donation of
money or other thing of value in connection
with a Federal, State, or local election from
a person who is located in a room or building
occupied in the discharge of official duties
by an officer or employee of the United
States. An individual who is an officer or
employee of the Federal Government, includ-
ing the President, Vice President, and Mem-
bers of Congress, shall not solicit a donation
of money or other thing of value in connec-
tion with a Federal, State, or local election
while in any room or building occupied in
the discharge of official duties by an officer
or employee of the United States, from any
person.

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—A person who violates this
section shall be fined not more than $5,000,
imprisoned more than 3 years, or both.’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ‘‘or Exec-
utive Office of the President’’ after ‘‘Con-
gress’’.
SEC. 505. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS.

(a) INCREASED PENALTIES.—Section 309(a)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraphs (5)(A), (6)(A), and (6)(B),
by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000’’;
and
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(2) in paragraphs (5)(B) and (6)(C), by strik-

ing ‘‘$10,000 or an amount equal to 200 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘$20,000 or an amount
equal to 300 percent’’.

(b) EQUITABLE REMEDIES.—Section
309(a)(5)(A) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is amended by
striking the period at the end and inserting
‘‘, and may include equitable remedies or
penalties, including disgorgement of funds to
the Treasury or community service require-
ments (including requirements to participate
in public education programs).’’.

(c) AUTOMATIC PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.—
Section 309(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is
amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(13) PENALTY FOR LATE FILING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(i) MONETARY PENALTIES.—The Commis-

sion shall establish a schedule of mandatory
monetary penalties that shall be imposed by
the Commission for failure to meet a time
requirement for filing under section 304.

‘‘(ii) REQUIRED FILING.—In addition to im-
posing a penalty, the Commission may re-
quire a report that has not been filed within
the time requirements of section 304 to be
filed by specific date.

‘‘(iii) PROCEDURE.—A penalty or filing re-
quirement imposed under this paragraph
shall not be subject to paragraph (1), (2), (3),
(4), (5), or (12).

‘‘(B) FILING AN EXCEPTION.—
‘‘(i) TIME TO FILE.—A political committee

shall have 30 days after the imposition of a
penalty or filing requirement by the Com-
mission under this paragraph in which to file
an exception with the Commission.

‘‘(ii) TIME FOR COMMISSION TO RULE.—With-
in 30 days after receiving an exception, the
Commission shall make a determination
that is a final agency action subject to ex-
clusive review by the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
under section 706 of title 5, United States
Code, upon petition filed in that court by the
political committee or treasurer that is the
subject of the agency action, if the petition
is filed within 30 days after the date of the
Commission action for which review is
sought.’’;

(2) in paragraph (5)(D)—
(A) by inserting after the first sentence the

following: ‘‘In any case in which a penalty or
filing requirement imposed on a political
committee or treasurer under paragraph (13)
has not been satisfied, the Commission may
institute a civil action for enforcement
under paragraph (6)(A).’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end of the last sentence the following: ‘‘or
has failed to pay a penalty or meet a filing
requirement imposed under paragraph (13)’’;
and

(3) in paragraph (6)(A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (4)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (4)(A)
or (13)’’.
SEC. 506. STRENGTHENING FOREIGN MONEY

BAN.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e)
is amended—

(1) by striking the heading and inserting
the following: ‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS AND DONA-
TIONS BY FOREIGN NATIONALS’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (a) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful
for—

‘‘(1) a foreign national, directly or indi-
rectly, to make—

‘‘(A) a donation of money or other thing of
value, or to promise expressly or impliedly
to make a donation, in connection with a
Federal, State, or local election; or

‘‘(B) a contribution or donation to a com-
mittee of a political party; or

‘‘(2) a person to solicit, accept, or receive
such a contribution or donation from a for-
eign national.’’.

(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLINDNESS
AS DEFENSE AGAINST CHARGE OF VIOLATING
FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION BAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of such Act (2
U.S.C. 441(e) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the
following new subsection.—

‘‘(b) PROHIBITING USE OF WILLFUL BLIND-
NESS DEFENSE.—It shall not be a defense to a
violation of subsection (a) that the defendant
did not know that the contribution origi-
nated from a foreign national if the defend-
ant should have known that the contribution
originated from a foreign national, except
that the trier of fact may not find that the
defendant should have known that the con-
tribution originated from a foreign national
solely because of the name of the contrib-
utor.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to violations occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 507. PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY

MINORS.
Title III of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101 and 401, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion.—

‘‘PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY MINORS

‘‘SEC. 325. An individual who is 17 years old
or younger shall not make a contribution to
a candidate or a contribution or donation to
a committee of a political party.’’.
SEC. 508. EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309(a) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
437g(a)) (as amended by section 505(c)) is
amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing.—

‘‘(14)(A) If the complaint in a proceeding
was filed within 60 days preceding the date of
a general election, the Commission may take
action described in this subparagraph.

‘‘(B) If the Commission determines, on the
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and
other facts available to the Commission,
that there is clear and convincing evidence
that a violation of this Act has occurred, is
occurring, or is about to occur, the Commis-
sion may order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient
time before the election to avoid harm or
prejudice to the interests of the parties.

‘‘(C) If the Commission determines, on the
basis of facts alleged in the complaint and
other facts available to the Commission,
that the complaint is clearly without merit,
the Commission may—

‘‘(i) order expedited proceedings, short-
ening the time periods for proceedings under
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) as necessary to
allow the matter to be resolved in sufficient
time before the election to avoid harm or
prejudice to the interests of the parties; or

‘‘(ii) if the Commission determines that
there is insufficient time to conduct pro-
ceedings before the election, summarily dis-
miss the complaint.’’.

(b) REFERRAL TO ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Sec-
tion 309(a)(5) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(5)) is
amended by striking subparagraph (C) and
inserting the following.—

‘‘(C) The Commission may at any time, by
an affirmative vote of at least 4 of its mem-
bers, refer a possible violation of this Act or
chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986, to the Attorney General of the

United States, without regard to any limita-
tion set forth in this section.’’.
SEC. 509. INITIATION OF ENFORCEMENT PRO-

CEEDING.

Section 309(a)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘reason to believe
that’’ and inserting ‘‘reason to investigate
whether’’.
SEC. 510. PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION

OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS
AND ELECTIONS.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, and 507, is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new section.—

‘‘PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION OF
ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS AND ELECTIONS

‘‘SEC. 326. (a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this
Act may be construed to prohibit any indi-
vidual eligible to vote in an election for Fed-
eral office from making contributions or ex-
penditures in support of a candidate for such
an election (including voluntary contribu-
tions or expenditures made through a sepa-
rate segregated fund established by the indi-
vidual’s employer or labor organization) or
otherwise participating in any campaign for
such an election in the same manner and to
the same extent as any other individual eli-
gible to vote in an election for such office.

‘‘(b) NO EFFECT ON GEOGRAPHIC RESTRIC-
TIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS.—Subsection (a)
may not be construed to affect any restric-
tion under this title regarding the portion of
contributions accepted by a candidate from
persons residing in a particular geographic
area.’’.
SEC. 511. PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF PROHIBI-

TION AGAINST FOREIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 319 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e),
as amended by section 506(b), is further
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(c) PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), notwithstanding any other
provision of this title any person who vio-
lates subsection (a) shall be sentenced to a
term of imprisonment which may not be
more than 10 years, fined in an amount not
to exceed $1,000,000, or both.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply with respect to any violation of sub-
section (a) arising from a contribution or do-
nation made by an individual who is lawfully
admitted for permanent residence (as defined
in section 101(a)(22) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to violations occurring on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 512. EXPEDITED COURT REVIEW OF CER-

TAIN ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF FED-
ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF
1971.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 309 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g)
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, if a candidate (or the can-
didate’s authorized committee) believes that
a violation described in paragraph (2) has
been committed with respect to an election
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during the 90-day period preceding the date
of the election, the candidate or committee
may institute a civil action on behalf of the
Commission for relief (including injunctive
relief) against the alleged violator in the
same manner and under the same terms and
conditions as an action instituted by the
Commission under subsection (a)(6), except
that the court involved shall issue a decision
regarding the action as soon as practicable
after the action is instituted and to the
greatest extent possible issue the decision
prior to the date of the election involved.

‘‘(2) A violation described in this paragraph
is a violation of this Act or of chapter 95 or
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 relating to—

‘‘(A) whether a contribution is in excess of
an applicable limit or is otherwise prohibited
under this Act; or

‘‘(B) whether an expenditure is an inde-
pendent expenditure under section 301(17).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 513. CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE PRESI-

DENTIAL CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIM-
ITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) PROHIBITING CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE
LIMIT.—

‘‘(1) VIOLATION OF LIMITS DESCRIBED.—If a
candidate for election to the office of Presi-
dent or Vice President who receives amounts
from the Presidential Election Campaign
Fund under chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, or the agent of such a
candidate, seeks to avoid the spending limits
applicable to the candidate under such chap-
ter or under the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 by soliciting, receiving, transfer-
ring, or directing funds from any source
other than such Fund for the direct or indi-
rect benefit of such candidate’s campaign,
such candidate or agent shall be fined not
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a
term of no more than 3 years, or both.

‘‘(2) CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE LIMITS DE-
FINED.—If two or more persons conspire to
violate paragraph (1), and one or more of
such persons do any act to effect the object
of the conspiracy, each shall be fined not
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a
term of not more than 3 years, or both.’’.

EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply with respect to
elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 514. DEPOSIT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS

AND DONATIONS IN TREASURY AC-
COUNT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431
et seq.), as amended by sections 101, 401, 507,
and 510, is further amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS AND

DONATIONS TO BE RETURNED TO DONORS

‘‘SEC. 327. (a) TRANSFER TO COMMISSION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, if a political
committee intends to return any contribu-
tion or donation given to the political com-
mittee, the committee shall transfer the
contribution or donation to the Commission
if—

‘‘(A) the contribution or donation is in an
amount equal to or greater than $500 (other
than a contribution or donation returned
within 60 days of receipt by the committee);
or

‘‘(B) the contribution or donation was
made in violation of section 315, 316, 317, 319,

320, or 325 (other than a contribution or do-
nation returned within 30 days of receipt by
the committee).

‘‘(2) INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH TRANS-
FERRED CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION.—A polit-
ical committee shall include with any con-
tribution or donation transferred under para-
graph (1)—

‘‘(A) a request that the Commission return
the contribution or donation to the person
making the contribution or donation; and

‘‘(B) information regarding the cir-
cumstances surrounding the making of the
contribution or donation and any opinion of
the political committee concerning whether
the contribution or donation may have been
made in violation of this Act.

‘‘(3) ESTABLISHMENT OF ESCROW ACCOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

establish a single interest-bearing escrow ac-
count for deposit of amounts transferred
under paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.—
On receiving an amount from a political
committee under paragraph (1), the Commis-
sion shall—

‘‘(i) deposit the amount in the escrow ac-
count established under subparagraph (A);
and

‘‘(ii) notify the Attorney General and the
Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice of the receipt of the amount from the po-
litical committee.

‘‘(C) USE OF INTEREST.—Interest earned on
amounts in the escrow account established
under subparagraph (A) shall be applied or
used for the same purposes as the donation
or contribution on which it is earned.

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF RETURNED CONTRIBUTION
OR DONATION AS A COMPLAINT.—The transfer
of any contribution or donation to the Com-
mission under this section shall be treated as
the filing of a complaint under section 309(a).

‘‘(b) USE OF AMOUNTS PLACED IN ESCROW TO
COVER FINES AND PENALTIES.—The Commis-
sion or the Attorney General may require
any amount deposited in the escrow account
under subsection (a)(3) to be applied toward
the payment of any fine or penalty imposed
under this Act or title 18, United States
Code, against the person making the con-
tribution or donation.

‘‘(c) RETURN OF CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION
AFTER DEPOSIT IN ESCROW.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall
return a contribution or donation deposited
in the escrow account under subsection (a)(3)
to the person making the contribution or do-
nation if—

‘‘(A) within 180 days after the date the con-
tribution or donation is transferred, the
Commission has not made a determination
under section 309(a)(2) that the Commission
has reason to investigate whether that the
making of the contribution or donation was
made in violation of this Act; or

‘‘(B)(i) the contribution or donation will
not be used to cover fines, penalties, or costs
pursuant to subsection (b); or

‘‘(ii) if the contribution or donation will be
used for those purposes, that the amounts re-
quired for those purposes have been with-
drawn from the escrow account and sub-
tracted from the returnable contribution or
donation.

‘‘(2) NO EFFECT ON STATUS OF INVESTIGA-
TION.—The return of a contribution or dona-
tion by the Commission under this sub-
section shall not be construed as having an
effect on the status of an investigation by
the Commission or the Attorney General of
the contribution or donation or the cir-
cumstances surrounding the contribution or
donation, or on the ability of the Commis-
sion or the Attorney General to take future
actions with respect to the contribution or
donation.’’

‘‘(b) AMOUNTS USED TO DETERMINE AMOUNT
OF PENALTY FOR VIOLATION.—Section 309(a)

of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended by
inserting after paragraph (9) the following
new paragraph.—

‘‘(10) For purposes of determining the
amount of a civil penalty imposed under this
subsection for violations of section 326, the
amount of the donation involved shall be
treated as the amount of the contribution in-
volved.’’

(c) DISGORGEMENT AUTHORITY.—Section 309
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) Any conciliation agreement, civil ac-
tion, or criminal action entered into or insti-
tuted under this section may require a per-
son to forfeit to the Treasury any contribu-
tion, donation, or expenditure that is the
subject of the agreement or action for trans-
fer to the Commission for deposit in accord-
ance with section 326.’’.

‘‘(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
to contributions or donations refunded on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
without regard to whether the Federal Elec-
tion Commission or Attorney General has
issued regulations to carry out section 326 of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971
(as added by subsection (a)) by such date.
SEC. 515. ESTABLISHMENT OF A CLEARING-

HOUSE OF INFORMATION ON POLIT-
ICAL ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE FED-
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be estab-
lished within the Federal Election Commis-
sion a clearinghouse of public information
regarding the political activities of foreign
principals and agents of foreign principals.
The information comprising this clearing-
house shall include only the following:

(1) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995
(2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period.

(2) All registrations and reports filed pur-
suant to the Foreign Agents Registration
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), dur-
ing the preceding 5-year period.

(3) The listings of public hearings, hearing
witnesses, and witness affiliations printed in
the Congressional Record during the pre-
ceding 5-year period.

(4) Public information disclosed pursuant
to the rules of the Senate or the House of
Representatives regarding honoraria, the re-
ceipt of gifts, travel, and earned and un-
earned income.

(5) All reports filed pursuant to title I of
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5
U.S.C. App.) during the preceding 5-year pe-
riod.

(6) All public information filed with the
Federal Election Commission pursuant to
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 431 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period.

(b) DISCLOSURE OF OTHER INFORMATION
PROHIBITED.—The disclosure by the clearing-
house, or any officer or employee thereof, of
any information other than that set forth in
subsection (a) is prohibited, except as other-
wise provided by law.

(c) DIRECTOR OF CLEARINGHOUSE.—
(1) DUTIES.—The clearinghouse shall have a

Director, who shall administer and manage
the responsibilities and all activities of the
clearinghouse. In carrying out such duties,
the Director shall—

(A) develop a filing, coding, and cross-in-
dexing system to carry out the purposes of
this section (which shall include an index of
all persons identified in the reports, registra-
tions, and other information comprising the
clearinghouse);

(B) notwithstanding any other provision of
law, make copies of registrations, reports,
and other information comprising the clear-
inghouse available for public inspection and
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coping, beginning not later than 30 days
after the information is first available to the
public, and permit copying of any such reg-
istration, report, or other information by
hand or by copying machine or, at the re-
quest of any person, furnish a copy of any
such registration, report, or other informa-
tion upon payment of the cost of making and
furnishing such copy, except that no infor-
mation contained in such registration or re-
port and no such other information shall be
sold or used by any person for the purpose of
soliciting contributions or for any profit-
making purpose; and

(C) not later than 150 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act and at any time
thereafter, to prescribe, in consultation with
the Comptroller General, such rules, regula-
tions, and forms, in conformity with the pro-
visions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States
Code, as are necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section in the most effective
and efficient manner.

(2) APPOINTMENT.—The Director shall be
appointed by the Federal Election Commis-
sion.

(3) TERM OF SERVICE.—The Director shall
serve a single term of a period of time deter-
mined by the Commission, but not to exceed
5 years.

(d) PENALTIES FOR DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA-
TION.—Any person who discloses information
in violation of subsection (b), and any person
who sells or uses information for the purpose
of soliciting contributions or for any profit-
making purpose in violation of subsection
(c)(1)(B), shall be imprisoned for a period of
not more than 1 year, or fined in the amount
provided in title 18, United States Code, or
both.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to conduct the ac-
tivities of the clearinghouse.

(f) FOREIGN PRINCIPAL.—In this section, the
term ‘‘foreign principal’’ shall have the same
meaning given the term ‘‘foreign national’’
under section 319 of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e), as in ef-
fect as of the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 516. ENFORCEMENT OF SPENDING LIMIT ON

PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESI-
DENTIAL CANDIDATES WHO RE-
CEIVE PUBLIC FINANCING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection.—

‘‘(f) ILLEGAL SOLICITATION OF SOFT
MONEY.—No candidate for election to the of-
fice of President or Vice President may re-
ceive amounts from the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund under this chapter or
chapter 96 unless the candidate certifies that
the candidate shall not solicit any funds for
the purposes of influencing such election, in-
cluding any funds used for an independent
expenditure under the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, unless the funds are sub-
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re-
porting requirements of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 517. CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT OF NATION-

ALS OF THE UNITED STATES TO
MAKE POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS.

Section 319(d)(2) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e(d)(2)), as
amended by sections 506(b) and 511(a), is fur-
ther amended by inserting after ‘‘United
States’’ the following: ‘‘or a national of the
United States (as defined in section 101(a)(22)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act)’’.

TITLE VI—INDEPENDENT COMMISSION
ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

SEC. 601. ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE OF
COMMISSION.

There is established a commission to be
known as the ‘‘Independent Commission on
Campaign Finance Reform’’ (referred to in
this title as the ‘‘Commission’’). The pur-
poses of the Commission are to study the
laws relating to the financing of political ac-
tivity and to report and recommend legisla-
tion to reform those laws.
SEC. 602. MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION.

(a) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be
composed of 12 members appointed within 15
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act by the President from among individuals
who are not incumbent Members of Congress
and who are specially qualified to serve on
the Commission by reason of education,
training, or experience.

(b) APPOINTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members shall be ap-

pointed as follows.—
(A) Three members (one of whom shall be

a political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

(B) Three members (one of whom shall be a
political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the majority leader of the Senate.

(C) Three members (one of whom shall be a
political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(D) Three members (one of whom shall be
a political independent) shall be appointed
from among a list of nominees submitted by
the minority leader of the Senate.

(2) FAILURE TO SUBMIT LIST OF NOMINEES.—
If an official described in any of the subpara-
graphs of paragraph (1) fails to submit a list
of nominees to the President during the 15-
day period which begins on the date of the
enactment of this Act—

(A) such subparagraph shall no longer
apply; and

(B) the President shall appoint three mem-
bers (one of whom shall be a political inde-
pendent) who meet the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) and such other cri-
teria as the President may apply.

(3) POLITICAL INDEPENDENT DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘‘political inde-
pendent’’ means an individual who at no
time after January 1992—

(A) has held elective office as a member of
the Democratic or Republican party;

(B) has received any wages or salary from
the Democratic or Republican party or from
a Democratic or Republican party office-
holder or candidate; or

(C) has provided substantial volunteer
services or made any substantial contribu-
tion to the Democratic or Republican party
or to a Democratic or Republican party of-
fice-holder or candidate.

(c) CHAIRMAN.—At the time of the appoint-
ment, the President shall designate one
member of the Commission as Chairman of
the Commission.

(d) TERMS.—The members of the Commis-
sion shall serve for the life of the Commis-
sion.

(e) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the manner in which
the original appointment was made.

(f) POLITICAL AFFILIATION.—Not more than
four members of the Commission may be of
the same political party.
SEC. 603. POWERS OF COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may, for
the purpose of carrying out this title, hold
hearings, sit and act at times and places,
take testimony, and receive evidence as the

Commission considers appropriate. In car-
rying out the preceding sentence, the Com-
mission shall ensure that a substantial num-
ber of its meetings are open meetings, with
significant opportunities for testimony from
members of the general public.

(b) QUORUM.—Seven members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum, but a
lesser number may hold hearings. The ap-
proval of at least nine members of the Com-
mission is required when approving all or a
portion of the recommended legislation. Any
member of the Commission may, if author-
ized by the Commission, take any action
which the Commission is authorized to take
under this section.
SEC. 604. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

(a) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES OF MEM-
BERS.—(1) Each member of the Commission
shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay
payable for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel
time) during which the member is engaged in
the actual performance of duties vested in
the Commission.

(2) Members of the Commission shall re-
ceive travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sec-
tions 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States
Code.

(b) STAFF DIRECTOR.—The Commission
shall, without regard to section 5311(b) of
title 5, United States Code, appoint a staff
director, who shall be paid at the rate of
basic pay payable for level IV of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5,
United States Code.

(c) STAFF OF COMMISSION; SERVICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—With the approval of the

Commission, the staff director of the Com-
mission may appoint and fix the pay of addi-
tional personnel. The Director may make
such appointments without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov-
erning appointments in the competitive
service, and any personnel so appointed may
be paid without regard to the provisions of
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of
that title relating to classification and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that an indi-
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in
excess of the maximum annual rate of basic
pay payable for grade GS–15 of the General
Schedule under section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code.

(2) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com-
mission may procure by contract the tem-
porary or intermittent services of experts or
consultants pursuant to section 3109 of title
5, United States Code.
SEC. 605. REPORT AND RECOMMENDED LEGISLA-

TION.
(a) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration

of the 180-day period which begins on the
date on which the second session of the One
Hundred Sixth Congress adjourns sine die,
the Commission shall submit to the Presi-
dent, the Speaker and minority leader of the
House of Representatives, and the majority
and minority leaders of the Senate a report
of the activities of the Commission.

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS; DRAFT OF LEGISLA-
TION.—The report under subsection (a) shall
include any recommendations for changes in
the laws (including regulations) governing
the financing of political activity (taking
into account the provisions of this Act and
the amendments made by this Act), includ-
ing any changes in the rules of the Senate or
the House of Representatives, to which nine
or more members of the Commission may
agree, together with drafts of—

(1) any legislation (including technical and
conforming provisions) recommended by the
Commission to implement such rec-
ommendations; and
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(2) any proposed amendment to the Con-

stitution recommended by the Commission
as necessary to implement such rec-
ommendations, except that if the Commis-
sion includes such a proposed amendment in
its report, it shall also include recommenda-
tions (and drafts) for legislation which may
be implemented prior to the adoption of such
proposed amendment.

(c) GOALS OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND LEGIS-
LATION.—In making recommendations and
preparing drafts of legislation under this sec-
tion, the Commission shall consider the fol-
lowing to be its primary goals:

(1) Encouraging fair and open Federal elec-
tions which provide voters with meaningful
information about candidates and issues.

(2) Eliminating the disproportionate influ-
ence of special interest financing of Federal
elections.

(3) Creating a more equitable electoral sys-
tem for challengers and incumbents.
SEC. 606. EXPEDITED CONGRESSIONAL CONSID-

ERATION OF LEGISLATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—If any legislation is intro-

duced the substance of which implements a
recommendation of the Commission sub-
mitted under section 605(b) (including a joint
resolution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution), subject to subsection (b), the
provisions of section 2908 (other than sub-
section (a)) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 shall apply to the
consideration of the legislation in the same
manner as such provisions apply to a joint
resolution described in section 2908(a) of such
Act.

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of apply-
ing subsection (a) with respect to such provi-
sions, the following rules shall apply:

(1) Any reference to the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on House Oversight of the House of
Representatives and any reference to the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
shall be deemed a reference to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate.

(2) Any reference to the date on which the
President transmits a report shall be deemed
a reference to the date on which the rec-
ommendation involved is submitted under
section 605(b).

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (d)(2) of
section 2908 of such Act—

(A) debate on the legislation in the House
of Representatives, and on all debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection with the leg-
islation, shall be limited to not more than 10
hours, divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the legislation;

(B) debate on the legislation in the Senate,
and on all debatable motions and appeals in
connection with the legislation, shall be lim-
ited to not more than 10 hours, divided
equally between those favoring and those op-
posing the legislation; and

(C) debate in the Senate on any single de-
batable motion and appeal in connection
with the legislation shall be limited to not
more than 1 hour, divided equally between
the mover and the manager of the bill (ex-
cept that in the event the manager of the
bill is in favor of any such motion of appeal,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee), and the majority and minority leader
may each allot additional time from time
under such leader’s control to any Senator
during the consideration of any debatable
motion or appeal.
SEC. 607. TERMINATION

The Commission shall cease to exist 90
days after the date of the submission of its
report under section 605.
SEC. 608. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Commission such sums as are necessary
to carry out its duties under this title.

TITLE VII—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE
HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

SEC. 701. PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE HOUSE
MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS FOR
POLITICAL FUNDRAISING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 29 of title 18,
United States code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-
modations at White House for political
fundraising

‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to
provide or offer to provide any meals or ac-
commodations at the White House in ex-
change for any money or other thing of
value, or as a reward for the provision of any
money or other thing of value, in support of
any political party of the campaign for elec-
toral office of any candidate.

‘‘(b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than 3 years, or both.

‘‘(c) For purposes of this section, any offi-
cial residence or retreat of the President (in-
cluding private residential areas and the
grounds of such a residence or retreat) shall
be treated as part of the White House.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 29 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-
modations at White House for political
fundraising.’’.

TITLE VIII—SENSE OF THE CONGRESS
REGARDING FUNDRAISING ON FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

SEC. 801. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING
APPLICABILITY OF CONTROLLING
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO FUND-
RAISING ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
PROPERTY.

It is the sense of the Congress that Federal
law clearly demonstrates that ‘controlling
legal authority’ under title 18, United States
Code, prohibits the use of Federal Govern-
ment property to raise campaign funds.
TITLE IX—PROHIBITING SOLICITATION

TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO CERTAIN FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY

SEC. 901. PROHIBITION AGAINST ACCEPTANCE
OR SOLICITATION TO OBTAIN AC-
CESS TO CERTAIN FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 11 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:‘‘
ACCEPTANCE OR SOLICITATION TO OBTAIN AC-

CESS TO CERTAIN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
PROPERTY

‘‘SEC. 226. Whoever solicits or receives any-
thing of value in consideration of providing a
person with access to Air Force One, Marine
One, Air Force Two, Marine Two, the White
House, or the Vice President’s residence,
shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 11 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘‘226. Acceptance or solicitation to obtain ac-
cess to certain Federal Government prop-
erty.’’.

TITLE X—REIMBURSEMENT FOR USE OF
GOVERNMENT PROPERTY FOR CAM-
PAIGN ACTIVITY

SEC. 1001. REQUIRING NATIONAL PARTIES TO RE-
IMBURSE AT COST FOR USE OF AIR
FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), an amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, and 515, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

‘‘REIMBURSEMENT BY POLITICAL PARTIES FOR
USE OF AIR FORCE ONE FOR POLITICAL FUND-
RAISING

‘‘SEC. 328. (a) IN GENERAL. If the President,
Vice President, or the head of any executive
department (as defined in section 101 of title
5, United States Code) uses Air Force One for
transportation for any travel which includes
a fundraising event for the benefit of any po-
litical committee of a national political
party, such political committee shall reim-
burse the Federal Government for the fair
market value of the transportation of the in-
dividual involved, based on the cost of an
equivalent commercial chartered flight.

‘‘(b) AIR FORCE ONE DEFINED.—In sub-
section (a), the term ‘Air Force One’ means
the airplane operated by the Air Force which
has been specially configured to carry out
the mission of transporting the President.’’.

TITLE XI—PROHIBITING USE OF
WALKING AROUND MONEY

SEC. 1101. PROHIBITING CAMPAIGNS FROM PRO-
VIDING CURRENCY TO INDIVIDUALS
FOR PURPOSES OF ENCOURAGING
TURNOUT ON DATE OF ELECTION.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), as amended
by sections 101, 401, 507, 510, 515, and 1001, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

‘‘PROHIBITING USE OF CURRENCY TO PROMOTE
ELECTION DAY TURNOUT

‘‘SEC. 329. It shall be unlawful for any po-
litical committee to provide currency to any
individual (directly or through an agent of
the committee) for purposes of encouraging
the individual to appear at the polling place
for the election.’’.
TITLE XII—ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT

OF CAMPAIGN LAW
SEC. 1201. ENHANCING ENFORCEMENT OF CAM-

PAIGN FINANCE LAW.
(a) MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT FOR CRIMI-

NAL CONDUCT.—Section 309(d)(1)(A) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971’’ (2
U.S.C. 437g(d)(1)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘shall
be fined, or imprisoned for not more than
one year, or both’’ and inserting ‘‘shall be
imprisoned for not fewer than 1 year and not
more than 10 years’’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence.
(b) CONCURRENT AUTHORITY OF ATTORNEY

GENERAL TO BRING CRIMINAL ACTIONS.—Sec-
tion 309(d) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) In addition to the authority to bring
cases referred pursuant to subsection (a)(5),
the Attorney General may at any time bring
a criminal action for a violation of this Act
or of chapter 95 chapter 96 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to actions brought with respect to elections
occurring after January 1999.
TITLE XIII—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT

MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATES

SEC. 1301. BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT
MONEY FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY BY
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES RE-
CEIVING PUBLIC FINANCING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection.

‘‘(f) BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT MONEY
FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No candidate for election
to the office of President or Vice President
who is certified to receive amounts from the
Presidential Election Fund under this chap-
ter or chapter 96 may coordinate the expend-
iture of any funds for issue advocacy with
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any political party unless the funds are sub-
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re-
porting requirements of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971.

‘‘(2) ISSUE ADVOCACY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘issue advocacy’ means any
activity carried out for the purpose of influ-
encing the consideration or outcome of any
Federal legislation or the issuance or out-
come of any Federal regulations, or edu-
cating individuals about candidates for elec-
tion for Federal office or any Federal legisla-
tion, law, or regulations (without regard to
whether the activity is carried out for the
purpose of influencing any election for Fed-
eral office).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
TITLE XIV—POSTING NAMES OF CER-

TAIN AIR FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON
INTERNET

SEC. 1401. REQUIREMENT THAT NAMES OF PAS-
SENGERS ON AIR FORCE ONE AND
AIR FORCE TWO BE MADE AVAIL-
ABLE THROUGH THE INTERNET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall make
available through the Internet the name of
any non-Government person who is a pas-
senger on an aircraft designated as Air Force
One or Air Force Two not later than 30 days
after the date that the person is a passenger
on such aircraft.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply in a case in which the President deter-
mines that compliance with such subsection
would be contrary to the national security
interests of the United States. In any such
case, not later than 30 days after the date
that the person whose name will not be made
available through the Internet was a pas-
senger on the aircraft, the President shall
submit to the chairman and ranking member
of the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives
and of the Select Committee on Intelligence
of the Senate—

(1) the name of the person; and
(2) the justification for not making such

name available through the Internet.
(c) DEFINITION OF PERSON.—As used in this

Act, the term ‘‘non-Government person’’
means a person who is not an officer or em-
ployee of the United States, a member of the
Armed Forces, or a Member of Congress.
TITLE XV—EXPULSION PROCEEDINGS

F0R HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOR-
EIGN CONTRIBUTIONS

SEC. 1501. PERMITTING CONSIDERATION OF
PRIVILEGED MOTION TO EXPEL
HOUSE MEMBER ACCEPTING ILLE-
GAL FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—If a Member of the House
of Representatives is convicted of a violation
of section 319 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (or any successor provision
prohibiting the solicitation, receipt, or ac-
ceptance of a contribution from a foreign na-
tional), the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, shall immediately consider the
conduct of the Member and shall make a re-
port and recommendations to the House
forthwith concerning that Member which
may include a recommendation for expul-
sion.

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.—
This section is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives, and as such
it is deemed a part of the rules of the House
of Representatives, and it supersedes other
rules only to the extent that it is incon-
sistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House of Representatives
to change the rule at any time, in the same

manner and to the same extent as in the case
of any other rule of the House of Representa-
tives.
TITLE XVI—SEVERABILITY; CONSTITU-

TIONALITY; EFFECTIVE DATE; REGU-
LATIONS

SEC. 1601. SEVERABILITY.
If any provision of this Act or amendment

made by this Act, or the application of a pro-
vision or amendment to any person or cir-
cumstance, is held to be unconstitutional,
the remainder of this Act and amendments
made by this Act, and the application of the
provisions and amendment to any person or
circumstance, shall not be affected by the
holding.
SEC. 1602. REVIEW OF CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES.

An appeal may be taken directly to the Su-
preme court of the United States from any
final judgment, decree, or order issued by
any Court ruling on the constitutionality of
any provision of this Act or amendment
made by this Act.
SEC. 1603. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
this Act and the amendments made by this
Act shall take effect upon the expiration of
the 90-day period which begins on the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1604. REGULATIONS.

The Federal Election Commission shall
prescribe any regulations required to carry
out this Act and the amendments made by
this Act not later than 45 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN MONEY EXPENDITURES OF PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H);

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph.:

‘‘(J) in the case of a political committee of
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State
or local political party, without regard to
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under
this title;’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LOCAL POLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION, REPORTED
UNDER STATE LAW.—Section 304 of Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434),
as amended by section 4, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:—

‘‘(e) If a political committee of a State or
local political party is required under a
State or local law to submit a report to an
entity of State or local government regard-
ing its disbursements, the committee shall
file a copy of the report with the Commis-
sion at the same time it submits the report
to such entity.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after January 2001.
SEC. . PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY

OF FEC REPORTS.
(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-

tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A))
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’’ and inserting ‘‘require reports
under.’’

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY POLITICAL COMMITTEE
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in
writing, of any contribution received by the
committee during the period which begins on
the 90th day before an election and ends at
the time the polls close for such election.
This notification shall be made within 24
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day
on which the contribution is deposited) after
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as
appropriate) and the office sought by the
candidate, the identification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of
the contribution.

‘‘(B) The notification required under this
paragraph shall be in addition to all other
reporting requirements under this Act.’’.

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.—
Section 304 of Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as amended by
section 6(b), is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(f) The Commission shall make the infor-
mation contained in the reports submitted
under this section available on the Internet
and publicly available at the offices of the
Commission as soon as practicable (but in no
case later than 24 hours) after the informa-
tion is received by the Commission.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to reports for periods beginning on or after
January 2, 2001.

AMENDMENT NO. 2377
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . MINIMUM WAGE.

(a) INCREASE.—Paragraph (1) of section 6(a)
of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29
U.S.C. 206(a)(1)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(1) except as otherwise provided in this
section, not less than—

‘‘(A) $5.65 an hour during the year begin-
ning on January 1, 2000; and

‘‘(B) $6.15 an hour beginning on January 1,
2001;’’.

(b) APPLICATION TO COMMONWEALTH OF THE
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS.—The provi-
sions of section 6 of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206) shall apply to
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands.

AMENDMENT NO. 2378

On page 41, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

‘‘(iii) LABOR AGREEMENT REQUIRED.—The
President may not designate a country as a
CBTEA beneficiary country until the Presi-
dent has negotiated with that country a side
agreement concerning labor standards, simi-
lar to the North American Agreement on
Labor Cooperation (as defined in section
532(b)(2) of the Trade Agreement Act of 1979
(19 U.S.C. 3471(b)(2)), and submitted the
agreement to the Congress.

AMENDMENT NO. 2379

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . LABOR AGREEMENT REQUIRED.

The benefits provided by the amendments
made by this Act shall not become available
to any country until—

(1) the President has negotiated with that
country a side agreement concerning labor
standards, similar to the North American
Agreement on Labor Cooperation (as defined
in section 532(b)(2) of the Trade Agreements
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 3471(b)(2)); and

(2) submitted that agreement to the Con-
gress.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2380

On page 13, strike lines 1 through 7 and in-
sert the following:

‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN
COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.

‘‘(d) LABOR REQUIREMENT.—The President
may not designate a country listed in sec-
tion 4 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan Af-
rican country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b) until the President
has negotiated with that country a side
agreement concerning labor standards, simi-
lar to the North American Agreement on
Labor Cooperation (as defined in section
532(b)(2) of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979
(19 U.S.C. 3471(b)(2)), and submitted those
agreements to the Congress.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2381
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . LABOR AND ENVIRONMENTAL AGREE-

MENTS REQUIRED.
The benefits provided by the amendments

made by this Act shall not be available to
any country until the President has nego-
tiated with that country a side agreement
concerning—

(1) labor standards similar to the North
American Agreement on Labor Cooperation
(as defined in section 532(b)(2) of the Trade
Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 3471(b)(2)),
and

(2) the environment similar to the Border
Environment Cooperation Agreement (as de-
fined in section 533(c)(1) of the Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 3473(c)(1)), and
submitted those agreements to the Congress.

AMENDMENT NO. 2382
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . TERMINATION OF BENEFITS IF DOMESTIC

INDUSTRY SUFFERS.
The benefits provided by this Act and the

amendments made by this Act shall termi-
nate immediately if the Bureau of Labor
Statistics determines that United States
textile and apparel industries have lost 50,000
or more jobs at any time during the first 24
months after the date of enactment of this
Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2383
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . TERMINATION OF BENEFITS IF DOMESTIC

INDUSTRY SUFFERS.
The benefits provided by this Act and the

amendments made by this Act shall termi-
nate immediately if the Bureau of Labor
Statistics determines that United States
textile and apparel industries have lost
100,000 or more jobs at any time during the
first 24 months after the date of enactment
of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2384
On page 41, between lines 21 and 22, insert

the following:
‘‘(iii) ENVIRONMENTAL AGREEMENT RE-

QUIRED.—The President may not designate a
country as a CBTEA beneficiary country
until the President has negotiated with that
country a side agreement concerning the en-
vironment, similar to the Border Environ-
ment Cooperation Agreement (as defined in
section 533(c)(1) of the Trade Agreements Act

of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 3473(e)(1)), and submitted
that agreement to the Congress.

AMENDMENT NO. 2385
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . ENVIRONMENTAL AGREEMENT RE-

QUIRED.
The benefits provided by the amendments

made by this Act shall not be available to
any country until—

(1) the President has negotiated with that
country a side agreement concerning the en-
vironment, similar to the Border Environ-
ment Cooperation Agreement (as defined in
section 533(c)(1) of the Trade Agreements Act
of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 3473(e)(1)); and

(2) submitted that agreement to the Con-
gress.

AMENDMENT NO. 2386
On page 13, strike lines 1 through 7 and in-

sert the following:
‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN

COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.

‘‘(d) ENVIRONMENT REQUIREMENT.—The
President may not designate a country listed
in section 4 of the African Growth and Op-
portunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan
African country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b) until the President
has negotiated with that country a side
agreement concerning the environment,
similar to the Border Environment Coopera-
tion Agreement (as defined in section
533(c)(1) of the Trade Agreements Act of 1979
(19 U.S.C. 3473(c)(1)), and submitted the
agreement to the Congress.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2387
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENTS RE-

QUIRED.
The benefits provided by the amendments

made by this Act shall not be available to
any country until the President has nego-
tiated, obtained, and implemented an agree-
ment with that country providing tariff con-
cessions for the importation of United
States-made goods that reduces any such im-
port tariffs to a rate that is within 20 percent
of the rates applicable to Mexico under the
North American Free Trade Agreement for
imports of United States-made goods.

AMENDMENT NO. 2388
On page 13, strike lines 1 through 7 and in-

sert the following:
‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN

COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.

‘‘(d) MINIMUM WAGE REQUIREMENT.—The
President may not designate a country listed
in section 4 of the African Growth and Op-
portunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan
African country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the President
determines that—

‘‘(1) the country has established by law a
requirement that employees in that country
who are compensated on an hourly basis be
compensated at a rate of not less than one
dollar per hour; and

‘‘(2) the goods imported from that country
under subsection (b) are produced in accord-
ance with that law.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2389
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . MINIMUM WAGE REQUIREMENT.

The benefits provided by the amendments
made by this Act shall not be available to
any country unless the President determines
that—

(1) the country has established by law a re-
quirement that employees in that country
who are compensated on an hourly basis be
compensated at a rate of not less than $1 per
hour; and

(2) the goods imported from that country
that are eligible for such benefits are pro-
duced in accordance with that law.

AMENDMENT NO. 2390
On page 13, strike lines 1 through 7 and in-

sert the following:
‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN

COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.

‘‘(d) CHILD LABOR REQUIREMENT.—The
President may not designate a country listed
in section 4 of the African Growth and Op-
portunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan
African country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the President
determines that—

‘‘(1) the country prohibits by law the em-
ployment of children under the age of 14 in
the manufacture and production of goods;
and

‘‘(2) no goods exported from that country
to the United States produced in violation of
that law receive those benefits.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2391
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . CHILD LABOR LAW REQUIREMENT.

The benefits provided by the amendments
made by this Act shall not be available to
any country unless the President determines
that—

(1) the country prohibits by law the em-
ployment of children under the age of 14 in
the manufacture and production of goods;
and

(2) no goods exported from that country to
the United States produced in violation of
that law receive those benefits.

LEVIN (AND MOYNIHAN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2392

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. MOY-

NIHAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

On page 36, beginning on line 3, strike all
through page 41, line 21, and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(B) CBTEA BENEFICIARY COUNTRY.—The
term ‘CBTEA beneficiary country’ means
any ‘beneficiary country’, as defined by sec-
tion 212(a)(1)(A) of this title, which the
President designates as a CBTEA beneficiary
country, taking into account the following
criteria:

‘‘(i) Whether a beneficiary country has
demonstrated a commitment to—

‘‘(I) undertake its obligations under the
WTO on or ahead of schedule;
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‘‘(II) participate in negotiations toward the

completion of the FTAA or a comparable
trade agreement; and

‘‘(III) undertake other steps necessary for
that country to become a party to the FTAA
or a comparable trade agreement.

‘‘(ii) The extent to which the country fol-
lows accepted rules of international trade
provided for under the agreements listed in
section 101(d) of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act.

‘‘(iii) The extent to which the country pro-
vides protection of intellectual property
rights—

‘‘(I) in accordance with standards estab-
lished in the Agreement on Trade-Related
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights de-
scribed in section 101(d)(15) of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act;

‘‘(II) in accordance with standards estab-
lished in chapter 17 of the NAFTA; and

‘‘(III) by granting the holders of copyrights
the ability to control the importation and
sale of products that embody copyrighted
works, extending the period set forth in Arti-
cle 1711(6) of NAFTA for protecting test data
for agricultural chemicals to 10 years, pro-
tecting trademarks regardless of their subse-
quent designation as geographic indications,
and providing enforcement against the im-
portation of infringing products at the bor-
der.

‘‘(iv) The extent to which the country pro-
vides protections to investors and invest-
ments of the United States substantially
equivalent to those set forth in chapter 11 of
the NAFTA.

‘‘(v) The extent to which the country pro-
vides the United States and other WTO mem-
bers nondiscriminatory, equitable, and rea-
sonable market access with respect to the
products for which benefits are provided
under paragraphs (2) and (3), and in other rel-
evant product sectors as determined by the
President.

‘‘(vi) The extent to which the country pro-
vides internationally recognized worker
rights, including—

‘‘(I) the right of association,
‘‘(II) the right to organize and bargain col-

lectively,
‘‘(III) prohibition on the use of any form of

coerced or compulsory labor,
‘‘(IV) a minimum age for the employment

of children, and
‘‘(V) acceptable conditions of work with re-

spect to minimum wages, hours of work, and
occupational safety and health;

‘‘(vii) Whether the country has met the
counter-narcotics certification criteria set
forth in section 490 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) for eligibility for
United States assistance.

‘‘(viii) The extent to which the country be-
comes a party to and implements the Inter-
American Convention Against Corruption,
and becomes party to a convention regarding
the extradition of its nationals.

‘‘(ix) The extent to which the country—
‘‘(I) supports the multilateral and regional

objectives of the United States with respect
to government procurement, including the
negotiation of government procurement pro-
visions as part of the FTAA and conclusion
of a WTO transparency agreement as pro-
vided in the declaration of the WTO Ministe-
rial Conference held in Singapore on Decem-
ber 9 through 13, 1996; and

‘‘(II) applies transparent and competitive
procedures in government procurement
equivalent to those contained in the WTO
Agreement on Government Procurement (de-
scribed in section 101(d)(17) of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act).

‘‘(x) The extent to which the country fol-
lows the rules on customs valuation set forth
in the WTO Agreement on Implementation of
Article VII of the GATT 1994 (described in

section 101(d)(8) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act).

‘‘(xi) The extent to which the country af-
fords to products of the United States which
the President determines to be of commer-
cial importance to the United States with re-
spect to such country, and on a nondiscrim-
inatory basis to like products of other WTO
members, tariff treatment that is no less fa-
vorable than the most favorable tariff treat-
ment provided by the country to any other
country pursuant to any free trade agree-
ment to which such country is a party, other
than the Central American Common Market
or the Caribbean Community and Common
Market.

BOXER (AND JEFFORDS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2393

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. JEF-

FORDS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that:
(1) Decertification affects approximately

one-sixth of the world’s population and one-
quarter of the total land area;

(2) Over one million hectares of Africa are
affected by desertification;

(3) Dryland degradation is an underlying
cause of recurrent famine in Africa;

(4) The United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme estimates that desertification costs
the world $42 billion a year, not including in-
calculable costs in human suffering; and

(5) The United States can strengthen its
partnerships throughout Africa and other
nations affected by desertification, help al-
leviate social and economic crises caused by
misuse of natural resources, and reduce de-
pendence on foreign aid, by taking a leading
role to combat desertification.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that the United States should
expeditiously work with the international
community, particularly Africa and other
nations affected by desertification, to:

(1) strengthen international cooperation to
combat desertification;

(2) promote the development of national
and regional strategies to address
desertification;

(3) develop and implement national action
programs that identify the causes of
desertification and measures to address it;
and

(4) recognize the essential role of local gov-
ernments and non-governmental organiza-
tions in developing and implementing meas-
ures to address by desertification.

JOHNSON AMENDMENT NO. 2394

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. JOHNSON submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. llLABELING OF IMPORTED MEAT AND

MEAT FOOD PRODUCTS.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 1 of the Federal

Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(w) BEEF.—The term ‘beef’ means meat
produced from cattle (including veal).

‘‘(x) IMPORTED BEEF.—The term ‘imported
beef’ means beef that is not United States
beef, whether or not the beef is graded with
a quality grade issued by the Secretary.

‘‘(y) IMPORTED LAMB.—The term ‘imported
lamb’ means lamb that is not United States

lamb, whether or not the lamb is graded with
a quality grade issued by the Secretary.

‘‘(z) IMPORTED PORK.—The term ‘imported
pork’ means pork that is not United States
pork.

‘‘(aa) LAMB.—The term ‘lamb’ means meat,
other than mutton, produced from sheep.

‘‘(bb) PORK.—The term ‘pork’ means meat
produced from hogs.

‘‘(cc) UNITED STATES BEEF.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘United States

beef’ means beef produced from cattle
slaughtered in the United States.

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘United States
beef’ does not include beef produced from
cattle imported into the United States in
sealed trucks for slaughter.

‘‘(dd) UNITED STATES LAMB.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘United States

lamb’ means lamb produced from sheep
slaughtered in the United States.

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘United States
lamb’ does not include lamb produced from
sheep imported into the United States in
sealed trucks for slaughter.

‘‘(ee) UNITED STATES PORK.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘United States

pork’ means pork produced from hogs
slaughtered in the United States.

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘United States
pork’ does not include pork produced from
hogs imported into the United States in
sealed trucks for slaughter.’’.

(b) MISBRANDING.—Section 1(n) of the Fed-
eral Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 601(n)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (12), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(13)(A) if it is imported beef, imported

lamb, or imported pork offered for retail sale
as muscle cuts of beef, lamb, or pork and
does not bear a label that identifies its coun-
try of origin;

‘‘(B) if it is United States beef, United
States lamb, or United States pork offered
for retail sale as muscle cuts of beef, lamb,
or pork, and does not bear a label that iden-
tifies its country of origin; or

‘‘(C) if it is United States or imported
ground beef, ground lamb, or ground pork
and is not accompanied by labeling that
identifies it as United States beef, United
States lamb, United States pork, imported
beef, imported lamb, imported pork, or other
designation that identifies the content of
United States beef, imported beef, United
States lamb, imported lamb, United States
pork, and imported pork contained in the
product, as determined by the Secretary.’’.

(c) LABELING.—Section 7 of the Federal
Meat Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 607) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(g) MANDATORY LABELING.—The Secretary
shall provide by regulation that the fol-
lowing offered for retail sale bear a label
that identifies its country of origin:

‘‘(1) Muscle cuts of United States beef,
United States lamb, United States pork, im-
ported beef, imported lamb, and imported
pork.

‘‘(2) Ground beef, ground lamb, and ground
pork.

‘‘(h) AUDIT VERIFICATION SYSTEM FOR
UNITED STATES AND IMPORTED MUSCLE CUTS
OF BEEF, LAMB, AND PORK AND GROUND BEEF,
LAMB, AND PORK.—The Secretary may re-
quire by regulation that any person that pre-
pares, stores, handles, or distributes muscle
cuts of United States beef, imported beef,
United States lamb, imported lamb, United
States pork, imported pork, ground beef,
ground lamb, or ground pork for retail sale
maintain a verifiable recordkeeping audit
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trail that will permit the Secretary to en-
sure compliance with the regulations pro-
mulgated under subsection (g).’’.

(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall promulgate
final regulations to carry out the amend-
ments made by this section.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section take effect 60 days after
the date on which final regulations are pro-
mulgated under subsection (e).

SANTORUM (AND BYRD)
AMENDMENT NO. 2395

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, and

Mr. BYRD) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. MORATORIUM ON ANTIDUMPING AND

COUNTERVAILING DUTY AGREE-
MENTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Senate is deeply concerned that, in
connection with the World Trade Organiza-
tion (‘‘WTO’’) Ministerial meeting to be held
in Seattle, Washington, and the multilateral
trade negotiations expected to follow, a few
countries are seeking to circumvent the
agreed list of negotiating topics and reopen
debate over the WTO’s antidumping and
antisubsidy rules.

(2) Strong antidumping and antisubsidy
rules are a cornerstone of the liberal trade
policy of the United States and are essential
to the health of the manufacturing and farm
sectors in the United States.

(3) It has long been and remains the policy
of the United States to support its anti-
dumping and antisubsidy laws and to defend
those laws in international negotiations.

(4) The WTO antidumping and antisubsidy
rules concluded in the Uruguay Round have
scarcely been tested since they entered into
effect and certainly have not proved defec-
tive.

(5) Opening these rules to renegotiation
could only lead to weakening them, which
would in turn lead to even greater abuse of
the world’s open markets, particularly that
of the United States.

(6) Conversely, avoiding another divisive
fight over these rules is the best way to pro-
mote progress on the other, far more impor-
tant, issues facing WTO members.

(7) It is therefore essential that negotia-
tions on these antidumping and antisubsidy
matters not be reopened under the auspices
of the WTO or otherwise.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the President should—

(1) not participate in any international ne-
gotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) enforce the antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws vigorously in all pending
and future cases.

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 2396

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, insert the following
new title:

TITLE ll—RECIPROCAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Reciprocal

Trade Agreements Act of 1999’’.
SEC. ll02. TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES

OF THE UNITED STATES.
(a) STATEMENT OF PURPOSES.—The pur-

poses of this title are to achieve, through
trade agreements affording mutual
benefits—

(1) more open, equitable, and reciprocal
market access for United States goods, serv-
ices, and investment;

(2) the reduction or elimination of barriers
and other trade-distorting policies and prac-
tices;

(3) a more effective system of international
trading disciplines and procedures; and

(4) economic growth, higher living stand-
ards, and full employment in the United
States, and economic growth and develop-
ment among United States trading partners.

(b) PRINCIPAL TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJEC-
TIVES.—The principal trade negotiating ob-
jectives of the United States for agreements
subject to the provisions of section ll03 in-
clude the following:

(1) REDUCTION OF BARRIERS TO TRADE IN
GOODS.—The principal negotiating objective
of the United States regarding barriers to
trade in goods is to obtain competitive op-
portunities for United States exports in for-
eign markets substantially equivalent to the
opportunities afforded foreign exports to
United States markets, including the reduc-
tion or elimination of tariff and nontariff
trade barriers, including—

(A) tariff and nontariff disparities remain-
ing from previous rounds of multilateral
trade negotiations that have put United
States exports at a competitive disadvantage
in world markets;

(B) measures identified in the annual re-
port prepared under section 181 of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2241); and

(C) tariff elimination for products identi-
fied in section 111(b) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3521(b)) and the
accompanying Statement of Administrative
Action related to that section.

(2) TRADE IN SERVICES.—
(A) The principal negotiating objectives of

the United States regarding trade in services
are—

(i) to reduce or eliminate barriers to, or
other distortions of, international trade in
services, including regulatory and other bar-
riers that deny national treatment or unrea-
sonably restrict the establishment and oper-
ation of service suppliers in foreign markets;
and

(ii) to develop internationally agreed rules,
including dispute settlement procedures,
that—

(I) are consistent with the commercial
policies of the United States, and

(II) will reduce or eliminate such barriers
or distortions, and help ensure fair, equitable
opportunities for foreign markets.

(B) In pursuing the negotiating objectives
described in subparagraph (A), United States
negotiators shall take into account legiti-
mate United States domestic objectives, in-
cluding protection of legitimate health, safe-
ty, essential security, environmental, con-
sumer, and employment opportunity inter-
ests. The preceding sentence shall not be
construed to authorize any modification of
United States law.

(3) FOREIGN INVESTMENT.—
(A) The principal negotiating objectives of

the United States regarding foreign invest-
ment are—

(i) to reduce or eliminate artificial or
trade-distorting barriers to foreign invest-

ment, to expand the principle of national
treatment, and to reduce unreasonable bar-
riers to establishment; and

(ii) to develop internationally agreed rules
through the negotiation of investment agree-
ments, including dispute settlement proce-
dures, that—

(I) will help ensure a free flow of foreign
investment, and

(II) will reduce or eliminate the trade dis-
tortive effects of certain trade-related in-
vestment measures.

(B) In pursuing the negotiating objectives
described in subparagraph (A), United States
negotiators shall take into account legiti-
mate United States domestic objectives, in-
cluding protection of legitimate health, safe-
ty, essential security, environmental, con-
sumer, and employment opportunity inter-
ests. The preceding sentence shall not be
construed to authorize any modification of
United States law.

(4) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding intellectual property are—

(A) to further promote adequate and effec-
tive protection of intellectual property
rights, by—

(i) seeking the enactment and effective en-
forcement by foreign countries of laws that—

(I) recognize and adequately protect intel-
lectual property, including copyrights, pat-
ents, trademarks, semiconductor chip layout
designs, and trade secrets, and

(II) provide protection against unfair com-
petition;

(ii) accelerating and ensuring the full im-
plementation of the Agreement on Trade-Re-
lated Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
referred to in section 101(d)(15) of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C.
3511(d)(15)), and achieving improvements in
the standards of that Agreement;

(iii) providing strong protection for new
and emerging technologies and new methods
of transmitting and distributing products
embodying intellectual property;

(iv) preventing or eliminating discrimina-
tion with respect to matters affecting the
availability, acquisition, scope, mainte-
nance, use, and enforcement of intellectual
property rights; and

(v) providing for strong enforcement of in-
tellectual property rights through acces-
sible, expeditious, and effective civil, admin-
istrative, and criminal enforcement mecha-
nisms;

(B) to secure fair, equitable, and non-
discriminatory market access opportunities
for United States persons that rely on intel-
lectual property protection; and

(C) to recognize that the inclusion in the
WTO of—

(i) adequate and effective substantive
norms and standards for the protection and
enforcement of intellectual property rights,
and

(ii) dispute settlement provisions and en-
forcement procedures,
is without prejudice to other complementary
initiatives undertaken in other international
organizations.

(5) AGRICULTURE.—The principal negoti-
ating objectives of the United States with re-
spect to agriculture are, in addition to those
set forth in section 1123(b) of the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1736r(b)), to achieve,
on an expedited basis to the maximum ex-
tent feasible, more open and fair conditions
of trade in agricultural commodities by—

(A) developing, strengthening, and clari-
fying rules for agricultural trade, including
disciplines on restrictive or trade-distorting
import and export practices such as those
that would impact perishable or cyclical
products;
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(B) increasing United States agricultural

exports by eliminating barriers to trade (in-
cluding transparent and nontransparent bar-
riers) and reducing or eliminating the sub-
sidization of agricultural production con-
sistent with the United States policy of agri-
cultural stabilization in cyclical and unpre-
dictable markets;

(C) creating a free and more open world ag-
ricultural trading system by resolving ques-
tions pertaining to export and other trade-
distorting subsidies, market pricing, and
market access;

(D) eliminating or reducing substantially
other specific constraints to fair trade and
more open market access, such as tariffs,
quotas, and other nontariff practices; and

(E) developing, strengthening, and clari-
fying rules that address practices that un-
fairly decrease United States market access
opportunities or distort agricultural mar-
kets to the detriment of the United States,
including—

(i) unfair or trade-distorting activities of
state trading enterprises and other adminis-
trative mechanisms, including lack of price
transparency;

(ii) unjustified restrictions or commercial
requirements affecting new technologies, in-
cluding biotechnology;

(iii) unjustified sanitary or phytosanitary
restrictions;

(iv) other unjustified technical barriers to
trade; and

(v) restrictive rules in the administration
of tariff-rate quotas.

(6) UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES.—The prin-
cipal negotiating objectives of the United
States with respect to unfair trade practices
are—

(A) to enhance the operation and effective-
ness of the relevant Uruguay Round Agree-
ments and any other agreements designed to
define, deter, discourage the persistent use
of, and otherwise discipline, unfair trade
practices having adverse trade effects, in-
cluding forms of subsidy and dumping not
adequately disciplined, such as resource
input subsidies, diversionary dumping,
dumped or subsidized inputs, third country
dumping, circumvention of antidumping or
countervailing duty orders, and export tar-
geting practices; and

(B) to obtain the enforcement of WTO rules
against—

(i) trade-distorting practices of state trad-
ing enterprises, and

(ii) the acts, practices, or policies of any
foreign government which, as a practical
matter, unreasonably require that—

(I) substantial direct investment in the for-
eign country be made,

(II) intellectual property be licensed to the
foreign country or to any firm of the foreign
country, or

(III) other collateral concessions be made,
as a condition for the importation of any
product or service of the United States into
the foreign country or as a condition for car-
rying on business in the foreign country.

(7) SAFEGUARDS.—The principal negoti-
ating objectives of the United States regard-
ing safeguards are—

(A) to improve and expand rules and proce-
dures covering safeguard measures;

(B) to ensure that safeguard measures
are—

(i) transparent,
(ii) temporary,
(iii) degressive, and
(iv) subject to review and termination

when no longer necessary to remedy injury
and to facilitate adjustment; and

(C) to require notification of, and to mon-
itor the use by, WTO members of import re-
lief actions for their domestic industries.

(8) IMPROVEMENT OF THE WTO AND MULTI-
LATERAL TRADE AGREEMENTS.—The principal

negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding the improvement of the WTO and
other multilateral trade agreements are—

(A) to improve the operation and extend
the coverage of the WTO and such agree-
ments to products, sectors, and conditions of
trade not adequately covered; and

(B) to expand country participation in par-
ticular agreements, where appropriate.

(9) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
with respect to dispute settlement are—

(A) to provide for effective and expeditious
dispute settlement mechanisms and proce-
dures in any trade agreement entered into
under this authority; and

(B) to ensure that such mechanisms within
the WTO and agreements concluded under
the auspices of the WTO provide for more ef-
fective and expeditious resolution of disputes
and enable better enforcement of United
States rights.

(10) TRANSPARENCY.—The principal negoti-
ating objective of the United States regard-
ing transparency is to obtain broader appli-
cation of the principle of transparency
through increased public access to informa-
tion regarding trade issues, clarification of
the costs and benefits of trade policy ac-
tions, and the observance of open and equi-
table procedures by United States trading
partners and within the WTO.

(11) DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding developing countries are—

(A) to ensure that developing countries
promote economic development by assuming
the fullest possible measure of responsibility
for achieving and maintaining an open inter-
national trading system by providing recip-
rocal benefits and assuming equivalent obli-
gations with respect to their import and ex-
port practices; and

(B) to establish procedures for reducing
nonreciprocal trade benefits for the more ad-
vanced developing countries.

(12) CURRENT ACCOUNT SURPLUSES.—The
principal negotiating objective of the United
States regarding current account surpluses
is to promote policies to address large and
persistent global current account imbalances
of countries (including imbalances which
threaten the stability of the international
trading system), by imposing greater respon-
sibility on such countries to undertake pol-
icy changes aimed at restoring current ac-
count equilibrium through expedited imple-
mentation of trade agreements where fea-
sible and appropriate.

(13) ACCESS TO HIGH TECHNOLOGY.—
(A) The principal negotiating objective of

the United States regarding access to high
technology is to obtain the elimination or
reduction of foreign barriers to, and acts,
policies, or practices by foreign governments
which limit, equitable access by United
States persons to foreign-developed tech-
nology, including barriers, acts, policies, or
practices which have the effect of—

(i) restricting the participation of United
States persons in government-supported re-
search and development projects;

(ii) denying equitable access by United
States persons to government-held patents;

(iii) requiring the approval of government
entities, or imposing other forms of govern-
ment intervention, as a condition of grant-
ing licenses to United States persons by for-
eign persons (other than approval which may
be necessary for national security purposes
to control the export of critical military
technology); and

(iv) otherwise denying equitable access by
United States persons to foreign-developed
technology or contributing to the inequi-
table flow of technology between the United
States and its trading partners.

(B) In pursuing the negotiating objective
described in subparagraph (A), the United
States negotiators shall take into account
United States Government policies in licens-
ing or otherwise making available to foreign
persons technology and other information
developed by United States laboratories.

(14) BORDER TAXES.—The principal negoti-
ating objective of the United States regard-
ing border taxes is, within the WTO, to ob-
tain a revision of the treatment of border ad-
justments for internal taxes in order to re-
dress the disadvantage to countries that rely
primarily on direct taxes rather than indi-
rect taxes for revenue.

(15) REGULATORY COMPETITION.—The prin-
cipal trade negotiating objectives of the
United States regarding the use of govern-
ment regulation or other practices by for-
eign governments to provide a competitive
advantage to their domestic producers, serv-
ice providers, or investors and thereby re-
duce market access for United States goods,
services, and investment are—

(A) to ensure that government regulation
and other government practices do not un-
fairly discriminate against United States
goods, services, or investment; and

(B) to prevent the use of foreign govern-
ment regulation and other government prac-
tices, including the lowering of, or deroga-
tion from, existing labor (including child
labor), health and safety, or environmental
standards, for the purpose of attracting in-
vestment or inhibiting United States ex-
ports.
Nothing in subparagraph (B) shall be con-
strued to authorize in an implementing bill,
or in an agreement subject to an imple-
menting bill, the inclusion of provisions that
would restrict the autonomy of the United
States in these areas.

(c) INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY OBJEC-
TIVES DESIGNED TO REINFORCE THE TRADE
AGREEMENTS PROCESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the
United States to reinforce the trade agree-
ments process by—

(A) fostering stability in international cur-
rency markets and developing mechanisms
to assure greater coordination, consistency,
and cooperation between international trade
and monetary systems and institutions in
order to protect against the trade con-
sequences of significant and unanticipated
currency movements;

(B) supplementing and strengthening
standards for protection of intellectual prop-
erty rights under conventions designed to
protect such rights that are administered by
international organizations other than the
WTO, expanding the conventions to cover
new and emerging technologies, and elimi-
nating discrimination and unreasonable ex-
ceptions or preconditions to such protection;

(C) promoting respect for workers’ rights,
by—

(i) reviewing the relationship between
workers’ rights and the operation of inter-
national trading systems and specific trade
arrangements; and

(ii) seeking to establish in the Inter-
national Labor Organization (referred to in
this title as the ‘‘ILO’’) a mechanism for the
systematic examination of, and reporting on,
the extent to which ILO members promote
and enforce the freedom of association, the
right to organize and bargain collectively, a
prohibition on the use of forced labor, a pro-
hibition on exploitative child labor, and a
prohibition on discrimination in employ-
ment; and

(D) expanding the production of goods and
trade in goods and services to ensure the op-
timal use of the world’s resources, while
seeking to protect and preserve the environ-
ment and to enhance the international
means for doing so.
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(2) APPLICATION OF PROCEDURES.—Nothing

in this subsection shall be construed to au-
thorize the use of the trade agreement ap-
proval procedures described in section ll03
to modify United States law.
SEC. ll03. TRADE AGREEMENT NEGOTIATING

AUTHORITY.
(a) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF BAR-

RIERS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the President

determines that 1 or more existing duties or
other import restrictions of any foreign
country or the United States are unduly bur-
dening and restricting the foreign trade of
the United States and that the purposes,
policies, and objectives of this title will be
promoted thereby, the President—

(A) may enter into trade agreements with
foreign countries before—

(i) October 1, 2001, or
(ii) October 1, 2005, if the authority pro-

vided by this title is extended under sub-
section (c); and

(B) may, consistent with paragraphs (2)
through (5), proclaim—

(i) such modification or continuance of any
existing duty,

(ii) such continuance of existing duty-free
or excise treatment, or

(iii) such additional duties,
as the President determines to be required or
appropriate to carry out any such trade
agreement.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—No proclamation may be
made under paragraph (1) that—

(A) reduces any rate of duty (other than a
rate of duty that does not exceed 5 percent
ad valorem on the date of enactment of this
Act) to a rate which is less than 50 percent
of the rate of such duty that applies on such
date of enactment;

(B) provides for a reduction of duty on an
article to take effect on a date that is more
than 10 years after the first reduction that is
proclaimed to carry out a trade agreement
with respect to such article; or

(C) increases any rate of duty above the
rate that applied on the date of enactment of
this Act.

(3) AGGREGATE REDUCTION; EXEMPTION FROM
STAGING.—

(A) AGGREGATE REDUCTION.—Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), the aggregate re-
duction in the rate of duty on any article
which is in effect on any day pursuant to a
trade agreement entered into under para-
graph (1) shall not exceed the aggregate re-
duction which would have been in effect on
such day if—

(i) a reduction of 3 percent ad valorem or a
reduction of one-tenth of the total reduction,
whichever is greater, had taken effect on the
effective date of the first reduction pro-
claimed under paragraph (1) to carry out
such agreement with respect to such article;
and

(ii) a reduction equal to the amount appli-
cable under clause (i) had taken effect at 1-
year intervals after the effective date of such
first reduction.

(B) EXEMPTION FROM STAGING.—No staging
under subparagraph (A) is required with re-
spect to a rate reduction that is proclaimed
under paragraph (1) for an article of a kind
that is not produced in the United States.
The United States International Trade Com-
mission shall advise the President of the
identity of articles that may be exempted
from staging under this subparagraph.

(4) ROUNDING.—If the President determines
that such action will simplify the computa-
tion of reductions under paragraph (3), the
President may round an annual reduction by
the lesser of—

(A) the difference between the reduction
without regard to this paragraph and the
next lower whole number; or

(B) one-half of 1 percent ad valorem.

(5) OTHER LIMITATIONS.—A rate of duty re-
duction or increase that may not be pro-
claimed by reason of paragraph (2) may take
effect only if a provision authorizing such re-
duction or increase is included within an im-
plementing bill provided for under section
ll05 and that bill is enacted into law.

(6) EXPANDED TARIFF PROCLAMATION AU-
THORITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of paragraphs (1) through (5), before
October 1, 2001 (or before October 1, 2005, if
the authority provided by this title is ex-
tended under subsection (c)), and subject to
the consultation and layover requirements of
section 115 of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act (19 U.S.C. 3524) and the notifica-
tion and consultation requirements of sec-
tion ll04(a) of this title, the President may
proclaim the modification of any duty or
staged rate reduction of any duty set forth
in Schedule XX, as defined in section 2(5) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act, if the
United States has agreed to such modifica-
tion or staged rate reduction in a negotia-
tion for the reciprocal elimination or harmo-
nization of duties, within the same tariff cat-
egories, under the auspices of the World
Trade Organization or as part of an interim
agreement leading to the formation of a re-
gional free-trade area.

(B) NOTICE REQUIRED.—The modification or
staged rate reduction authorized under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to any negotia-
tion initiated after the date of enactment of
this Act may be proclaimed only on articles
in tariff categories with respect to which the
President has provided notice in accordance
with section ll04(a).

(7) TARIFF MODIFICATIONS UNDER URUGUAY
ROUND AGREEMENTS ACT.—Nothing in this
subsection shall limit the authority provided
to the President under section 111(b) of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

(b) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF AND
NONTARIFF BARRIERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) DETERMINATION BY PRESIDENT.—When-

ever the President determines that—
(i) any duty or other import restriction im-

posed by any foreign country or the United
States or any other barrier to, or other dis-
tortion of, international trade—

(I) unduly burdens or restricts the foreign
trade of the United States or adversely af-
fects the United States economy, or

(II) is likely to result in such a burden, re-
striction, or effect, and

(ii) the purposes, policies, and objectives of
this title will be promoted thereby,
the President may, before October 1, 2001 (or
before October 1, 2005, if the authority pro-
vided under this title is extended under sub-
section (c)) enter into a trade agreement de-
scribed in subparagraph (B).

(B) TRADE AGREEMENT DESCRIBED.—A trade
agreement described in this subparagraph
means an agreement with a foreign country
that provides for—

(i) the reduction or elimination of such
duty, restriction, barrier, or other distor-
tion; or

(ii) the prohibition of, or limitation on the
imposition of, such barrier or other distor-
tion.

(2) CONDITIONS.—A trade agreement may be
entered into under this subsection only if—

(A) such agreement makes progress in
meeting the applicable objectives described
in section ll02(b); and

(B) the President satisfies the conditions
set forth in section ll04 with respect to
such agreement.

(3) BILLS QUALIFYING FOR TRADE AGREEMENT
APPROVAL PROCEDURES.—The provisions of
section 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (in this
title referred to as ‘‘trade agreement ap-
proval procedures’’) apply to implementing

bills submitted with respect to trade agree-
ments entered into under this subsection, ex-
cept that, for purposes of applying section
151(b)(1), such implementing bills shall con-
tain only—

(A) provisions that approve a trade agree-
ment entered into under this subsection that
achieves one or more of the principal negoti-
ating objectives set forth in section ll02(b)
and the statement of administrative action
(if any) proposed to implement such trade
agreement;

(B) provisions that are—
(i) necessary to implement such agree-

ment; or
(ii) otherwise related to the implementa-

tion, enforcement, and adjustment to the ef-
fects of such trade agreement and are di-
rectly related to trade; and

(C) provisions necessary for purposes of
complying with section 252 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 in implementing the applicable trade
agreement.

(c) EXTENSION PROCEDURES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec-

tion ll05(b)—
(A) subsections (a) and (b) shall apply with

respect to agreements entered into before
October 1, 2001; and

(B) subsections (a) and (b) shall be ex-
tended to apply with respect to agreements
entered into on or after October 1, 2001, and
before October 1, 2005, if (and only if)—

(i) the President requests such extension
under paragraph (2); and

(ii) neither House of Congress adopts an ex-
tension disapproval resolution under para-
graph (5) before October 1, 2001.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS BY THE PRESI-
DENT.—If the President is of the opinion that
the authority under subsections (a) and (b)
should be extended, the President shall sub-
mit to Congress, not later than July 1, 2001,
a written report that contains a request for
such extension, together with—

(A) a description of all trade agreements
that have been negotiated under subsections
(a) and (b) and, where applicable, the antici-
pated schedule for submitting such agree-
ments to Congress for approval;

(B) a description of the progress that has
been made in negotiations to achieve the
purposes, policies, and objectives set out in
section ll02 (a) and (b) of this title, and a
statement that such progress justifies the
continuation of negotiations; and

(C) a statement of the reasons why the ex-
tension is needed to complete the negotia-
tions.

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS BY THE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE.—The President shall promptly
inform the Advisory Committee for Trade
Policy and Negotiations established under
section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2155) of the President’s decision to submit a
report to Congress under paragraph (2). The
Advisory Committee shall submit to Con-
gress as soon as practicable, but not later
than August 1, 2001, a written report that
contains—

(A) its views regarding the progress that
has been made in negotiations to achieve the
purposes, policies, and objectives of this
title; and

(B) a statement of its views, and the rea-
sons therefor, regarding whether the exten-
sion requested under paragraph (2) should be
approved or disapproved.

(4) REPORTS MAY BE CLASSIFIED.—The re-
ports submitted to Congress under para-
graphs (2) and (3), or any portion of the re-
ports, may be classified to the extent the
President determines appropriate.

(5) EXTENSION DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the term ‘‘extension disapproval res-
olution’’ means a resolution of either House
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of Congress, the sole matter after the resolv-
ing clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That the
ll disapproves the request of the President
for an extension, under section ll03(c) of
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1999,
of llllllll after September 30, 2001.’’,
with the first blank space being filled with
the name of the resolving House of Congress
and the second blank space being filled with
one or both of the following phrases: ‘‘the
tariff proclamation authority provided under
section ll03(a) of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1999’’ or ‘‘the trade agree-
ment approval procedures provided under
section ll03(b) of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1999’’.

(B) INTRODUCTION AND REFERRAL.—Exten-
sion disapproval resolutions—

(i) may be introduced in either House of
Congress by any member of such House;

(ii) shall be jointly referred, in the House
of Representatives, to the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on
Rules; and

(iii) shall be referred, in the Senate, to the
Committee on Finance.

(C) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—The provisions
of sections 152(d) and (e) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2192(d) and (e)) (relating to the
floor consideration of certain resolutions in
the House and Senate) apply to extension
disapproval resolutions.

(D) COMMITTEE ACTION REQUIRED.—It is not
in order for—

(i) the Senate to consider any extension
disapproval resolution not reported by the
Committee on Finance;

(ii) the House of Representatives to con-
sider any extension disapproval resolution
not reported by the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Committee on Rules; or

(iii) either House of Congress to consider
an extension disapproval resolution after
September 30, 2001.
SEC. ll04. NOTICE AND CONSULTATIONS.

(a) NOTICE AND CONSULTATION BEFORE NE-
GOTIATION.—With respect to any agreement
subject to the provisions of section ll03 (a)
or (b), the President shall—

(1) not later than 90 calendar days before
initiating negotiations, provide written no-
tice to Congress regarding—

(A) the President’s intent to initiate the
negotiations;

(B) the date the President intends to ini-
tiate such negotiations;

(C) the specific United States objectives
for the negotiations; and

(D) whether the President intends to seek
an agreement or changes to an existing
agreement;

(2) consult regarding the negotiations—
(A) before and promptly after submission

of the notice described in paragraph (1), with
the Committee on Finance of the Senate, the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives, and such other commit-
tees of the House and Senate as the Presi-
dent deems appropriate; and

(B) with any other committee that re-
quests consultations in writing; and

(3) consult with the appropriate industry
sector advisory groups established under sec-
tion 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 before initi-
ating negotiations.

(b) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS BEFORE
AGREEMENT ENTERED INTO.—

(1) CONSULTATION.—Before entering into
any trade agreement under section ll03 (a)
or (b), the President shall consult with—

(A) the Committee on Ways and Means of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate; and

(B) each other committee of the House and
the Senate, and each joint committee of
Congress, which has jurisdiction over legisla-
tion involving subject matters that would be
affected by the trade agreement.

(2) SCOPE.—The consultation described in
paragraph (1) shall include consultation with
respect to—

(A) the nature of the agreement;
(B) how and to what extent the agreement

will achieve the applicable purposes, poli-
cies, and objectives of this title;

(C) where applicable, the implementation
of the agreement under section ll05, in-
cluding whether the agreement includes sub-
ject matter for which supplemental imple-
menting legislation may be required which is
not subject to trade agreement approval pro-
cedures; and

(D) any other agreement the President has
entered into or intends to enter into with the
country or countries in question.

(c) ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS.—The re-
port required under section 135(e)(1) of the
Trade Act of 1974 regarding any trade agree-
ment entered into under section ll03(b) of
this title shall be provided to the President,
Congress, and the United States Trade Rep-
resentative not later than 30 calendar days
after the date on which the President noti-
fies Congress under section ll05(a)(1)(A) of
the President’s intention to enter into the
agreement.

(d) CONSULTATION BEFORE AGREEMENT INI-
TIALED.—In the course of negotiations con-
ducted under this title, the United States
Trade Representative shall consult closely
and on a timely basis (including imme-
diately before initialing an agreement) with,
and keep fully apprised of the negotiations,
the congressional advisers for trade policy
and negotiations appointed under section 161
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2211), the
Committee on Finance of the Senate, and
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives.
SEC. ll05. IMPLEMENTATION OF TRADE AGREE-

MENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSION.—Any

agreement entered into under section
ll03(b) shall enter into force with respect
to the United States if (and only if)—

(A) the President, at least 90 calendar days
before the day on which the President enters
into the trade agreement, notifies the House
of Representatives and the Senate of the
President’s intention to enter into the agree-
ment, and promptly thereafter publishes no-
tice of such intention in the Federal Reg-
ister;

(B) within 60 calendar days after entering
into the agreement, the President submits to
Congress a description of those changes to
existing laws that the President considers
would be required in order to bring the
United States into compliance with the
agreement;

(C) after entering into the agreement, the
President submits a copy of the final legal
text of the agreement, together with—

(i) a draft of an implementing bill de-
scribed in section ll03(b)(3);

(ii) a statement of any administrative ac-
tion proposed to implement the trade agree-
ment; and

(iii) the supporting information described
in paragraph (2); and

(D) the implementing bill is enacted into
law.

(2) SUPPORTING INFORMATION.—The sup-
porting information required under para-
graph (1)(C)(iii) consists of—

(A) an explanation as to how the imple-
menting bill and proposed administrative ac-
tion will change or affect existing law; and

(B) a statement—
(i) asserting that the agreement makes

progress in achieving the applicable pur-
poses, policies, and objectives of this title;
and

(ii) setting forth the reasons of the Presi-
dent regarding—

(I) how and to what extent the agreement
makes progress in achieving the applicable
purposes, policies, and objectives referred to
in clause (i), and why and to what extent the
agreement does not achieve other applicable
purposes, policies, and objectives;

(II) whether and how the agreement
changes provisions of an agreement pre-
viously negotiated;

(III) how the agreement serves the inter-
ests of United States commerce;

(IV) why the implementing bill qualifies
for trade agreement approval procedures
under section ll03(b)(3); and

(V) any proposed administrative action.
(3) RECIPROCAL BENEFITS.—To ensure that a

foreign country which receives benefits
under a trade agreement entered into under
section ll03 (a) or (b) is subject to the obli-
gations imposed by such agreement, the
President shall recommend to Congress in
the implementing bill and statement of ad-
ministrative action submitted with respect
to such agreement that the benefits and obli-
gations of such agreement apply solely to
the parties to such agreement, if such appli-
cation is consistent with the terms of such
agreement. The President may also rec-
ommend with respect to any such agreement
that the benefits and obligations of such
agreement not apply uniformly to all parties
to such agreement, if such application is
consistent with the terms of such agreement.

(b) LIMITATIONS ON TRADE AGREEMENT AP-
PROVAL PROCEDURES.—

(1) DISAPPROVAL OF THE NEGOTIATION.—The
trade agreement approval procedures shall
not apply to any implementing bill that con-
tains a provision approving any trade agree-
ment that is entered into under section
ll03(b) with any foreign country if the
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives disapprove of the negotia-
tion of the agreement before the close of the
90-calendar day period that begins on the
date notice is provided under section
ll04(a)(1) with respect to the negotiation of
such agreement.

(2) FOR LACK OF NOTICE OR CONSULTA-
TIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The trade agreement ap-
proval procedures shall not apply to any im-
plementing bill submitted with respect to a
trade agreement entered into under section
ll03(b) if during the 60-day period begin-
ning on the date that one House of Congress
agrees to a procedural disapproval resolution
for lack of notice or consultations with re-
spect to that trade agreement, the other
House separately agrees to a procedural dis-
approval resolution with respect to that
agreement.

(B) PROCEDURAL DISAPPROVAL RESOLU-
TION.—For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘‘procedural disapproval resolution’’
means a resolution of either House of Con-
gress, the sole matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That the
President has failed or refused to notify or
consult (as the case may be) with Congress
in accordance with sections ll04 and ll05
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of
1999 with respect to ll and, therefore, the
trade agreement approval procedures set
forth in section ll03(b) of that Act shall
not apply to any implementing bill sub-
mitted with respect to that trade agree-
ment.’’, with the blank space being filled
with a description of the trade agreement
with respect to which the President is con-
sidered to have failed or refused to notify or
consult.

(C) COMPUTATION OF CERTAIN PERIODS OF
TIME.—The 60-day period of time described in
subparagraph (A) shall be computed without
regard to—
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(i) the days on which either House of Con-

gress is not in session because of an adjourn-
ment of more than 3 days to a day certain or
an adjournment of the Congress sine die; and

(ii) any Saturday and Sunday, not excluded
under clause (i), when either House of Con-
gress is not in session.

(3) PROCEDURES FOR CONSIDERING PROCE-
DURAL DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTIONS.—

(A) PROCEDURAL DISAPPROVAL RESOLU-
TIONS.—Procedural disapproval resolutions—

(i) in the House of Representatives—
(I) shall be introduced by the chairman or

ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means or the chairman or rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Rules;

(II) shall be jointly referred to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Com-
mittee on Rules; and

(III) may not be amended by either Com-
mittee; and

(ii) in the Senate shall be original resolu-
tions of the Committee on Finance.

(B) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—The provisions
of section 152 (d) and (e) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2192 (d) and (e)) (relating to
the floor consideration of certain resolutions
in the House and Senate) apply to procedural
disapproval resolutions.

(C) COMMITTEE ACTION REQUIRED.—
(i) HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.—It is not in

order for the House of Representatives to
consider any procedural disapproval resolu-
tion not reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means and the Committee on Rules.

(ii) SENATE.—It is not in order for the Sen-
ate to consider any procedural disapproval
resolution not reported by the Committee on
Finance.

(c) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AND SENATE.—Subsection (b) of this section
and section ll03(c) are enacted by
Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such are deemed a
part of the rules of each House, respectively,
and such procedures supersede other rules
only to the extent that they are inconsistent
with such other rules; and

(2) with the full recognition of the con-
stitutional right of either House to change
the rules (so far as relating to the procedures
of that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as any other rule
of that House.

SEC. ll06. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN TRADE
AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
ll03(a)(6)(B) and section ll03(b)(2), the
provisions of section ll04(a) shall not apply
with respect to agreements that result
from—

(1) negotiations under the auspices of the
World Trade Organization regarding trade in
information technology products;

(2) negotiations or work programs initiated
pursuant to a Uruguay Round Agreement, as
defined in section 2 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act; or

(3) negotiations with Chile,

that were commenced before the date of en-
actment of this Act, and the applicability of
trade agreement approval procedures with
respect to such agreements shall be deter-
mined without regard to the requirements of
section ll04(a).

(b) PROCEDURAL DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTION
NOT IN ORDER.—A procedural disapproval
resolution under section ll05(b) shall not
be in order with respect to an agreement de-
scribed in subsection (a) of this section based
on a failure or refusal to comply with section
ll04(a).

SEC. ll07. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Trade Act of

1974 (19 U.S.C. 2111 et seq.) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) IMPLEMENTING BILL.—
(A) Section 151(b)(1) (19 U.S.C. 2191(b)(1)) is

amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘section 1103(a)(1) of the

Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of
1988, or section 282 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act’’ and inserting ‘‘section 282
of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act, or
section ll05(a)(1) of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1999’’; and

(ii) by adding after subparagraph (C) the
following flush sentence:
‘‘For purposes of applying this paragraph to
implementing bills submitted with respect
to trade agreements entered into under sec-
tion ll03(b) of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1999, subparagraphs (A), (B),
and (C) of section ll03(b)(3) of such Act
shall be substituted for subparagraphs (A),
(B), and (C) of this paragraph.’’.

(B) Section 151(c)(1) (19 U.S.C. 2191(c)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘or section 282 of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, section 282 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act, or section ll05(a)(1) of the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of 1999’’.

(2) ADVICE FROM INTERNATIONAL TRADE COM-
MISSION.—Section 131 (19 U.S.C. 2151) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section

123 of this Act or section 1102 (a) or (c) of the
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of
1988,’’ and inserting ‘‘section 123 of this Act
or section ll03 (a) or (b) of the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act of 1999,’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘section
1102 (b) or (c) of the Omnibus Trade and Com-
petitiveness Act of 1988’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion ll03(b) of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1999’’;

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘section
1102(a)(3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
ll03(a)(3)(A) of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1999’’ before the end period; and

(C) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section
1102 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitive-
ness Act of 1988,’’ and inserting ‘‘section
ll03 of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act of 1999,’’.

(3) HEARINGS AND ADVICE.—Sections 132,
133(a), and 134(a) (19 U.S.C. 2152, 2153(a), and
2154(a)) are each amended by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 1102 of the Omnibus Trade and Competi-
tiveness Act of 1988,’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘section ll03 of the Recip-
rocal Trade Agreements Act of 1999,’’.

(4) PREREQUISITES FOR OFFERS.—Section
134(b) (19 U.S.C. 2154(b)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 1102 of the Omnibus Trade and
Competitiveness Act of 1988’’ and inserting
‘‘section ll03 of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1999’’.

(5) ADVICE FROM PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SEC-
TORS.—Section 135 (19 U.S.C. 2155) is
amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking
‘‘section 1102 of the Omnibus Trade and Com-
petitiveness Act of 1988’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion ll03 of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1999’’;

(B) in subsection (e)(1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘section 1102 of the Omnibus

Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘section ll03
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act of
1999’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘section 1103(a)(1)(A) of
such Act of 1988’’ and inserting ‘‘section
ll05(a)(1)(A) of the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1999’’; and

(C) in subsection (e)(2), by striking ‘‘the
applicable overall and principal negotiating
objectives set forth in section 1101 of the Om-

nibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of
1988’’ and inserting ‘‘the purposes, policies,
and objectives set forth in section ll02 (a)
and (b) of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act of 1999’’.

(6) TRANSMISSION OF AGREEMENTS TO CON-
GRESS.—Section 162(a) (19 U.S.C. 2212(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘or under section 1102
of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness
Act of 1988’’ and inserting ‘‘or under section
ll03 of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act of 1999’’.

(b) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—
For purposes of applying sections 125, 126,
and 127 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2135, 2136(a), and 2137)—

(1) any trade agreement entered into under
section ll03 shall be treated as an agree-
ment entered into under section 101 or 102, as
appropriate, of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2111 or 2112); and

(2) any proclamation or Executive order
issued pursuant to a trade agreement en-
tered into under section ll03 shall be treat-
ed as a proclamation or Executive order
issued pursuant to a trade agreement en-
tered into under section 102 of the Trade Act
of 1974.
SEC. ll08. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) DISTORTION.—The term ‘‘distortion’’ in-

cludes, but is not limited to, a subsidy.
(2) TRADE.—The term ‘‘trade’’ includes, but

is not limited to—
(A) trade in both goods and services; and
(B) foreign investment by United States

persons, especially if such investment has
implications for trade in goods and services.

(3) URUGUAY ROUND AGREEMENTS.— The
term ‘‘Uruguay Round Agreements’’ has the
meaning given such term in section 2(7) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3501(7).

(4) WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—The term
‘‘World Trade Organization’’ means the orga-
nization established pursuant to the WTO
Agreement.

(5) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘WTO
Agreement’’ means the Agreement Estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994.

(6) WTO AND WTO MEMBER.—The terms
‘‘WTO’’ and ‘‘WTO member’’ have the mean-
ings given those terms in section 2 of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C.
3501).

DEWINE AMENDMENT NO. 2397
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DEWINE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to amendment No. 2325 proposed by Mr.
ROTH to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—DUMPING AND SUBSIDY
OFFSET

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Continued

Dumping and Subsidy Offset Act of 1999’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS OF CONGRESS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Consistent with the rights of the United

States under the World Trade Organization,
injurious dumping is to be condemned and
actionable subsidies which cause injury to
domestic industries must be effectively neu-
tralized.

(2) United States unfair trade laws have as
their purpose the restoration of conditions of
fair trade so that jobs and investment that
should be in the United States are not lost
through the false market signals.

(3) The continued dumping or subsidization
of imported products after the issuance of
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antidumping orders or findings or counter-
vailing duty orders can frustrate the reme-
dial purpose of the laws by preventing mar-
ket prices from returning to fair levels.

(4) Where dumping or subsidization con-
tinues, domestic producers will be reluctant
to reinvest or rehire and may be unable to
maintain pension and health care benefits
that conditions of fair trade would permit.
Similarly, small businesses and American
farmers and ranchers may be unable to pay
down accumulated debt, to obtain working
capital, or to otherwise remain viable.

(5) United States trade laws should be
strengthened to see that the remedial pur-
pose of those laws is achieved.
SEC. ll03. AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF ACT

OF 1930.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Tariff Act

of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1671 et seq.) is amended by
inserting after section 753 following new sec-
tion:
‘‘SEC. 754. CONTINUED DUMPING AND SUBSIDY

OFFSET.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Duties assessed pursu-

ant to a countervailing duty order, an anti-
dumping duty order, or a finding under the
Antidumping Act of 1921 shall be distributed
on an annual basis under this section to the
affected domestic producers for qualifying
expenditures. Such distribution shall be
known as the ‘continued dumping and sub-
sidy offset’.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:
‘‘(1) AFFECTED DOMESTIC PRODUCER.—The

term ‘affected domestic producer’ means any
manufacturer, producer, farmer, rancher, or
worker representative (including associa-
tions of such persons) that—

‘‘(A) was a petitioner or interested party in
support of the petition with respect to which
an antidumping duty order, a finding under
the Antidumping Act of 1921, or a counter-
vailing duty order has been entered, and

‘‘(B) remains in operation.

Companies, businesses, or persons that have
ceased the production of the product covered
by the order or finding or who have been ac-
quired by a company or business that is re-
lated to a company that opposed the inves-
tigation shall not be an affected domestic
producer.

‘‘(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-
sioner’ means the Commissioner of Customs.

‘‘(3) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the United States International Trade
Commission.

‘‘(4) QUALIFYING EXPENDITURE.—The term
‘qualifying expenditure’ means an expendi-
ture incurred after the issuance of the anti-
dumping duty finding or order or counter-
vailing duty order in any of the following
categories:

‘‘(A) Plant.
‘‘(B) Equipment.
‘‘(C) Research and development.
‘‘(D) Personnel training.
‘‘(E) Acquisition of technology.
‘‘(F) Health care benefits to employees

paid for by the employer.
‘‘(G) Pension benefits to employees paid

for by the employer.
‘‘(H) Environmental equipment, training,

or technology.
‘‘(I) Acquisition of raw materials and other

inputs.
‘‘(J) Borrowed working capital or other

funds needed to maintain production.
‘‘(5) RELATED TO.—A company, business, or

person shall be considered to be ‘related to’
another company, business, or person if—

‘‘(A) the company, business, or person di-
rectly or indirectly controls or is controlled
by the other company, business, or person,

‘‘(B) a third party directly or indirectly
controls both companies, businesses, or per-
sons,

‘‘(C) both companies, businesses, or persons
directly or indirectly control a third party
and there is reason to believe that the rela-
tionship causes the first company, business,
or persons to act differently than a non-
related party.

For purposes of this paragraph, a party shall
be considered to directly or indirectly con-
trol another party if the party is legally or
operationally in a position to exercise re-
straint or direction over the other party.

‘‘(c) DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURES.—The Com-
missioner shall prescribe procedures for dis-
tribution of the continued dumping or sub-
sidies offset required by this section. Such
distribution shall be made not later than 60
days after the first day of a fiscal year from
duties assessed during the preceding fiscal
year.

‘‘(d) PARTIES ELIGIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTION OF
ANTIDUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING DUTIES
ASSESSED.—

‘‘(1) LIST OF AFFECTED DOMESTIC PRO-
DUCERS.—The Commission shall forward to
the Commissioner within 60 days after the
effective date of this section in the case of
orders or findings in effect on such effective
date, or in any other case, within 60 days
after the date an antidumping or counter-
vailing duty order or finding is issued, a list
of petitioners and persons with respect to
each order and finding and a list of persons
that indicate support of the petition by let-
ter or through questionnaire response. In
those cases in which a determination of in-
jury was not required or the Commission’s
records do not permit an identification of
those in support of a petition, the Commis-
sion shall consult with the administering au-
thority to determine the identity of the peti-
tioner and those domestic parties who have
entered appearances during administrative
reviews conducted by the administering au-
thority under section 751.

‘‘(2) PUBLICATION OF LIST; CERTIFICATION.—
The Commissioner shall publish in the Fed-
eral Register at least 30 days before the dis-
tribution of a continued dumping and sub-
sidy offset, a notice of intention to dis-
tribute the offset and the list of affected do-
mestic producers potentially eligible for the
distribution based on the list obtained from
the Commission under paragraph (1). The
Commissioner shall request a certification
from each potentially eligible affected do-
mestic producer—

‘‘(A) that the producer desires to receive a
distribution;

‘‘(B) that the producer is eligible to receive
the distribution as an affected domestic pro-
ducer; and

‘‘(C) the qualifying expenditures incurred
by the producer since the issuance of the
order or finding for which distribution under
this section has not previously been made.

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—The Commis-
sioner shall distribute all funds (including
all interest earned on the funds) from as-
sessed duties received in the preceding fiscal
year to affected domestic producers based on
the certifications described in paragraph (2).
The distributions shall be made on a pro rata
basis based on new and remaining qualifying
expenditures.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENTS.—Within 14 days

after the effective date of this section, with
respect to antidumping duty orders and find-
ings and countervailing duty orders in effect
on the effective date of this section, and
within 14 days after the date an antidumping
duty order or finding or countervailing duty
order issued after the effective date takes ef-
fect, the Commissioner shall establish in the
Treasury of the United States a special ac-
count with respect to each such order or
finding.

‘‘(2) DEPOSITS INTO ACCOUNTS.—The Com-
missioner shall deposit into the special ac-
counts, all antidumping or countervailing
duties (including interest earned on such du-
ties) that are assessed after the effective
date of this section under the antidumping
order or finding or the countervailing duty
order with respect to which the account was
established.

‘‘(3) TIME AND MANNER OF DISTRIBUTIONS.—
Consistent with the requirements of sub-
sections (c) and (d), the Commissioner shall
by regulation prescribe the time and manner
in which distribution of the funds in a spe-
cial account shall made.

‘‘(4) TERMINATION.—A special account shall
terminate after—

‘‘(a) the order or finding with respect to
which the account was established has ter-
minated;

‘‘(B) all entries relating to the order or
finding are liquidated and duties assessed
collected;

‘‘(C) the Commissioner has provided notice
and a final opportunity to obtain distribu-
tion pursuant to subsection (c); and

‘‘(D) 90 days has elapsed from the date of
the notice described in subparagraph (C).
Amounts not claimed within 90 days of the
date of the notice described in subparagraph
(C), shall be deposited into the general fund
of the Treasury.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930
is amended by inserting the following new
item after the item relating to section 753:
‘‘Sec. 754. Continued dumping and subsidy

offset.’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect
to all antidumping and countervailing duty
assessments made on or after October 1, 1996.

DEWINE (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2398

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.

INOUYE, Mr. LOTT, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. BURNS, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. ABRAHAM,
Mr. MACK, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
VOINOVICH, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr.
ASHCROFT) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. REVISION OF RETALIATION LIST OR

OTHER REMEDIAL ACTION.
Section 306(b)(2) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19

U.S.C. 2416(b)(2)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘If the’’ and inserting the

following:
‘‘(A) FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDA-

TION.—If the’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) REVISION OF RETALIATION LIST AND AC-

TION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii), in the event that the United
States initiates a retaliation list or takes
any other action described in section
301(c)(1) (A) or (B) against the goods of a for-
eign country or countries because of the fail-
ure of such country or countries to imple-
ment the recommendation made pursuant to
a dispute settlement proceeding under the
World Trade Organization, the Trade Rep-
resentative shall periodically revise the list
or action to affect other goods of the country
or countries that have failed to implement
the recommendation.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—The Trade Representa-
tive is not required to revise the retaliation
list or the action described in clause (i) with
respect to a country, if—
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‘‘(I) the Trade Representative determines

that implementation of a recommendation
made pursuant to a dispute settlement pro-
ceeding described in clause (i) by the country
is imminent; or

‘‘(II) the Trade Representative together
with the petitioner involved in the initial in-
vestigation under this chapter (or if no peti-
tion was filed, the affected United States in-
dustry) agree that it is unnecessary to revise
the retaliation list.

‘‘(C) SCHEDULE FOR REVISING LIST OR AC-
TION.—The Trade Representative shall, 120
days after the date the retaliation list or
other section 301(a) action is first taken, and
every 180 days thereafter, review the list or
action taken and revise, in whole or in part,
the list or action to affect other goods of the
subject country or countries.

‘‘(D) STANDARDS FOR REVISING LIST OR AC-
TION.—In revising any list or action against
a country or countries under this subsection,
the Trade Representative shall act in a man-
ner that is most likely to result in the coun-
try or countries implementing the rec-
ommendations adopted in the dispute settle-
ment proceeding or in achieving a mutually
satisfactory solution to the issue that gave
rise to the dispute settlement proceeding.
The Trade Representative shall consult with
the petitioner, if any, involved in the initial
investigation under this chapter.

‘‘(E) RETALIATION LIST.—The term ‘retalia-
tion list’ means the list of products of a for-
eign country or countries that have failed to
comply with the report of the panel or Ap-
pellate Body of the WTO and with respect to
which the Trade Representative is imposing
duties above the level that would otherwise
be imposed under the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States.’’.

NICKLES AMENDMENT NO. 2399

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. NICKLES submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:
SEC. ll. WAIVER OF DENIAL OF FOREIGN TAX

CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 901(j) of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to de-
nial of foreign tax credit, etc., with respect
to certain foreign countries) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(5) WAIVER OF DENIAL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not

apply with respect to taxes paid or accrued
to a country if the President—

‘‘(i) determines that a waiver of the appli-
cation of such paragraph is in the national
interest of the United States, and

‘‘(ii) reports such waiver under subpara-
graph (B).

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not less than 30 days before
the date on which a waiver is granted under
this paragraph, the President shall report to
Congress—

‘‘(i) the intention to grant such waiver, and
‘‘(ii) the reason for the determination

under subparagraph (A)(i).’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment

made by this section shall apply on or after
February 1, 2001.

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 2400

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end insert the following:

DIVISION 2—AGRIBUSINESS MERGER
MORATORIUM AND ANTITRUST REVIEW
ACT OF 1999

SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE.
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Agri-

business Merger Moratorium and Antitrust
Review Act of 1999’’.
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) Concentration in the agricultural econ-

omy including mergers, acquisitions, and
other combinations and alliances among sup-
pliers, producers, packers, other food proc-
essors, and distributors has been accel-
erating at a rapid pace in the 1990’s.

(2) The trend toward greater concentration
in agriculture has important and far-reach-
ing implications not only for family-based
farmers, but also for the food we eat, the
communities we live in, and the integrity of
the natural environment upon which we all
depend.

(3) In the past decade and a half, the top 4
largest pork packers have seized control of
some 57 percent of the market, up from 36
percent. Over the same period, the top 4 beef
packers have expanded their market share
from 32 percent to 80 percent, the top 4 flour
millers have increased their market share
from 40 percent to 62 percent, and the mar-
ket share of the top 4 soybean crushers has
jumped from 54 percent to 80 percent.

(4) Today the top 4 sheep, poultry, wet
corn, and dry corn processors now control 73
percent, 55 percent, 74 percent, and 57 per-
cent of the market, respectively.

(5) A handful of firms dominate the proc-
essing of every major commodity. Many of
them are vertically integrated, which means
that they control successive stages of the
food chain, from inputs to production to dis-
tribution.

(6) Growing concentration of the agricul-
tural sector has restricted choices for farm-
ers trying to sell their products. As the bar-
gaining power of agribusiness firms over
farmers increases, agricultural commodity
markets are becoming stacked against the
farmer.

(7) The farmer’s share of every retail dollar
has plummeted from around 50 percent in
1952, to less than 25 percent today, while the
profit share for farm input, marketing, and
processing companies has risen.

(8) While agribusiness conglomerates are
posting record earnings, farmers are facing
desperate times. The commodity price index
is the lowest since 1987. Hog prices are at
their lowest since 1972. Cotton and soybean
prices are the lowest they have been since
the early 1970’s.

(9) The benefits of low commodity prices
are not being passed on to American con-
sumers. The gap between what shoppers pay
for food and what farmers are paid is grow-
ing wider. From 1984 to 1998, prices paid to
farmers fell 36 percent, while consumer food
prices actually increased by 3 percent.

(10) Concentration, low prices, anti-
competitive practices, and other manipula-
tions and abuses of the agricultural economy
are driving family-based farmers out of busi-
ness. Farmers are going bankrupt or giving
up, and few are taking their places; more
farm families are having to rely on other
jobs to stay afloat; and the number of farm-
ers leaving the land will continue to increase
unless and until these trends are reversed.

(11) The decline of family-based agriculture
undermines the economies of rural commu-
nities across America; it has pushed Main
Street businesses, from equipment suppliers
to insurance sales people, out of business or
to the brink of insolvency.

(12) Increased concentration in the agri-
business sector has a harmful effect on the
environment; corporate hog farming, for ex-

ample, threatens the integrity of local water
supplies and creates noxious odors in neigh-
boring communities. Concentration also can
increase the risks to food safety and limit
the biodiversity of plants and animals.

(13) The decline of family-based farming
poses a direct threat to American families
and family values, by subjecting farm fami-
lies to turmoil and stress.

(14) The decline of family-based farming
causes the demise of rural communities, as
stores lose customers, churches lose con-
gregations, schools and clinics become
under-used, career opportunities for young
people dry up, and local inequalities of
wealth and income grow wider.

(15) These developments are not the result
of inevitable market forces. They are the
consequence of policies made in Washington,
including farm, antitrust, and trade policies.

(16) To restore competition in the agricul-
tural economy, and to increase the bar-
gaining power and enhance economic pros-
pects for family-based farmers, the trend to-
ward concentration must be reversed.
SEC. ll3. DEFINITIONS.

In this division:
(1) AGRICULTURAL INPUT SUPPLIER.—The

term ‘‘agricultural input supplier’’ means
any person (excluding agricultural coopera-
tives) engaged in the business of selling, in
interstate or foreign commerce, any product
to be used as an input (including seed, germ
plasm, hormones, antibiotics, fertilizer, and
chemicals, but excluding farm machinery)
for the production of any agricultural com-
modity, except that no person shall be con-
sidered an agricultural input supplier if sales
of such products are for a value less than
$10,000,000 per year.

(2) BROKER.—The term ‘‘broker’’ means
any person (excluding agricultural coopera-
tives) engaged in the business of negotiating
sales and purchases of any agricultural com-
modity in interstate or foreign commerce for
or on behalf of the vendor or the purchaser,
except that no person shall be considered a
broker if the only sales of such commodities
are for a value less than $10,000,000 per year.

(3) COMMISSION MERCHANT.—The term
‘‘commission merchant’’ means any person
(excluding agricultural cooperatives) en-
gaged in the business of receiving in inter-
state or foreign commerce any agricultural
commodity for sale, on commission, or for or
on behalf of another, except that no person
shall be considered a commission merchant
if the only sales of such commodities are for
a value less than $10,000,000 per year.

(4) DEALER.—The term ‘‘dealer’’ means any
person (excluding agricultural cooperatives)
engaged in the business of buying, selling, or
marketing agricultural commodities in
interstate or foreign commerce, except
that—

(A) no person shall be considered a dealer
with respect to sales or marketing of any ag-
ricultural commodity of that person’s own
raising; and

(B) no person shall be considered a dealer if
the only sales of such commodities are for a
value less than $10,000,000 per year.

(5) PROCESSOR.—The term ‘‘processor’’
means any person (excluding agricultural co-
operatives) engaged in the business of han-
dling, preparing, or manufacturing (includ-
ing slaughtering) of an agricultural com-
modity, or the products of such agricultural
commodity, for sale or marketing for human
consumption, except that no person shall be
considered a processor if the only sales of
such products are for a value less than
$10,000,000 per year.

TITLE I—MORATORIUM ON LARGE
AGRIBUSINESS MERGERS

SEC. 101. MORATORIUM ON LARGE AGRI-
BUSINESS MERGERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
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(1) MORATORIUM.—Until the date referred

to in paragraph (2) and except as provided in
subsection (b)—

(A) no dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, agricultural input supplier, broker, or
operator of a warehouse of agricultural com-
modities with annual net sales or total as-
sets of more than $100,000,000 shall merge or
acquire, directly or indirectly, any voting se-
curities or assets of any other dealer, proc-
essor, commission merchant, agricultural
input supplier, broker, or operator of a ware-
house of agricultural commodities with an-
nual net sales or total assets of more than
$10,000,000; and

(B) no dealer, processor, commission mer-
chant, agricultural input supplier, broker, or
operator of a warehouse of agricultural com-
modities with annual net sales or total as-
sets of more than $10,000,000 shall merge or
acquire, directly or indirectly, any voting se-
curities or assets of any other dealer, proc-
essor, commission merchant, agricultural
input supplier, broker, or operator of a ware-
house of agricultural commodities with an-
nual net sales or total assets of more than
$100,000,000 if the acquiring person would
hold—

(i) 15 percent or more of the voting securi-
ties or assets of the acquired person; or

(ii) an aggregate total amount of the vot-
ing securities and assets of the acquired per-
son in excess of $15,000,000.

(2) DATE.—The date referred to in this
paragraph is the earlier of—

(A) the effective date of comprehensive
legislation—

(i) addressing the problem of market con-
centration in the agricultural sector; and

(ii) containing a section stating that the
legislation is comprehensive legislation as
provided in section 101 of the Agribusiness
Merger Moratorium and Antitrust Review
Act of 1999; or

(B) the date that is 18 months after the
date of enactment of this division.

(3) EXEMPTIONS.—The following classes of
transactions are exempt from the require-
ments of this section—

(1) acquisitions of goods or realty trans-
ferred in the ordinary course of business;

(2) acquisitions of bonds, mortgages, deeds
of trust, or other obligations which are not
voting securities;

(3) acquisitions of voting securities of an
issuer at least 50 per centum of the voting
securities of which are owned by the acquir-
ing person prior to such acquisition;

(4) transfers to or from a Federal agency or
a State or political subdivision thereof; and

(5) acquisitions of voting securities, if, as a
result of such acquisition, the voting securi-
ties acquired do not increase, directly or in-
directly, the acquiring person’s per centum
share of outstanding voting securities of the
issuer.

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Attorney
General shall have authority to waive the
moratorium imposed by subsection (a) only
under extraordinary circumstances, such as
insolvency or similar financial distress of 1
of the affected parties.
TITLE II—AGRICULTURE CONCENTRA-

TION AND MARKET POWER REVIEW
COMMISSION

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a

commission to be known as the Agriculture
Concentration and Market Power Review
Commission (hereafter in this title referred
to as the ‘‘Commission’’).

(b) PURPOSES.—The purpose of the Com-
mission is to—

(1) study the nature and consequences of
concentration in America’s agricultural
economy; and

(2) make recommendations on how to
change underlying antitrust laws and other

Federal laws and regulations to keep a fair
and competitive agriculture marketplace for
family farmers, other small and medium
sized agriculture producers, generally, and
the communities of which they are a part.

(c) MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSION.—
(1) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be

composed of 12 members as follows:
(A) Three persons, one of whom shall be a

person currently engaged in farming or
ranching, shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate upon the rec-
ommendation of the Majority Leader of the
Senate, after consultation with the Chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry.

(B) Three persons, one of whom shall be a
person currently engaged in farming or
ranching, shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate upon the rec-
ommendation of the Minority Leader of the
Senate, after consultation with the ranking
minority member of the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

(C) Three persons, one of whom shall be a
person currently engaged in farming or
ranching, shall be appointed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, after con-
sultation with the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

(D) Three persons, one of whom shall be a
person currently engaged in farming or
ranching, shall be appointed by the Minority
Leader of the House of Representatives, after
consultation with the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Agriculture.

(2) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.—
(A) APPOINTMENTS.—Persons who are ap-

pointed under paragraph (1) shall be persons
who—

(i) have experience in farming or ranching,
expertise in agricultural economics and anti-
trust, or have other pertinent qualifications
or experience relating to agriculture and ag-
riculture industries; and

(ii) are not officers or employees of the
United States.

(B) OTHER CONSIDERATION.—In appointing
Commission members, every effort shall be
made to ensure that the members—

(i) are representative of a broad cross sec-
tor of agriculture and antitrust perspectives
within the United States; and

(ii) provide fresh insights to analyzing the
causes and impacts of concentration in agri-
culture industries and sectors.

(d) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT; VACANCIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Members shall be ap-

pointed not later than 60 days after the date
of enactment of this division and the ap-
pointment shall be for the life of the Com-
mission.

(2) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall
be filled in the same manner as the original
appointment.

(e) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 30
days after the date on which all members of
the Commission have been appointed, the
Commission shall hold its first meeting.

(f) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chairperson.

(g) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.—
The members of the Commission shall elect
a chairperson and vice chairperson from
among the members of the Commission.

(h) QUORUM.—A majority of the members
of the Commission shall constitute a quorum
for the transaction of business.

(i) VOTING.—Each member of the Commis-
sion shall be entitled to 1 vote, which shall
be equal to the vote of every other member
of the Commission.
SEC. 202. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be
responsible for examining the nature, the
causes, and consequences concentration in

America’s agricultural economy in the
broadest possible terms.

(b) ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED.—The study
shall include an examination of the fol-
lowing matters:

(1) The nature and extent of concentration
in the agricultural sector, including food
production, transportation, processing, dis-
tribution and marketing, and farm inputs
such as machinery, fertilizer, and seeds.

(2) Current trends in concentration of the
agricultural sector and what this sector is
likely to look like in the near and longer
term future.

(3) The effect of this concentration on
farmer income.

(4) The impacts of this concentration upon
rural communities, rural economic develop-
ment, and the natural environment.

(5) The impacts of this concentration upon
food shoppers, including the reasons that De-
pression-level farm prices have not resulted
in corresponding drops in supermarket
prices.

(6) The productivity of family-based farm
units, compared with corporate based agri-
culture, and whether farming is approaching
a scale that is larger than necessary from
the standpoint of productivity.

(7) The effect of current laws and adminis-
trative practices in supporting and encour-
aging this concentration.

(8) Whether the existing antitrust laws
provide adequate safeguards against, and
remedies for, the impacts of concentration
upon family-based agriculture, the commu-
nities they comprise, and the food shoppers
of this Nation.

(9) Accurate and reliable data on the na-
tional and international markets shares of
multinational agribusinesses, and the por-
tion of their sales attributable to exports.

(10) Barriers that inhibit entry of new com-
petitors into markets for the processing of
agricultural commodities, such as the meat
packing industry.

(11) The extent to which developments,
such as formula pricing, marketing agree-
ments, and forward contracting tend to give
processors, agribusinesses, and other buyers
of agricultural commodities additional mar-
ket power over producers and suppliers in
local markets.

(12) Such related matters as the Commis-
sion determines to be important.
SEC. 203. FINAL REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 12 months
after the date of the initial meeting of the
Commission, the Commission shall submit to
the President and Congress a final report
which contains—

(1) the findings and conclusions of the
Commission described in section 202; and

(2) recommendations for addressing the
problems identified as part of the Commis-
sion’s analysis.

(b) SEPARATE VIEWS.—Any member of the
Commission may submit additional findings
and recommendations as part of the final re-
port.
SEC. 204. POWERS OF COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may hold
such hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Commission may find
advisable to fulfill the requirements of this
title. The Commission shall hold at least 1 or
more hearings in Washington, D.C., and 4 in
different agriculture regions of the United
States.

(b) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Commission may secure directly
from any Federal department or agency such
information as the Commission considers
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
title. Upon request of the Chairperson of the
Commission, the head of such department or
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agency shall furnish such information to the
Commission.

(c) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission
may use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government.
SEC. 205. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each
member of the Commission shall be com-
pensated at a rate equal to the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United
States Code, for each day (including travel
time) during which such member is engaged
in the performance of the duties of the Com-
mission.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of
the Commission shall be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, at rates authorized for employees of
agencies under subchapter I of chapter 57 of
title 5, United States Code, while away from
their homes or regular places of business in
the performance of services for the Commis-
sion.

(c) STAFF.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairperson of the

Commission may, without regard to the civil
service laws and regulations, appoint and
terminate an executive director and such
other additional personnel as may be nec-
essary to enable the Commission to perform
its duties. The employment of an executive
director shall be subject to confirmation by
the Commission.

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Chairperson of the
Commission may fix the compensation of the
executive director and other personnel with-
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay for the executive di-
rector and other personnel may not exceed
the rate payable for level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

(d) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Any Federal Government employee shall be
detailed to the Commission without reim-
bursement, and such detail shall be without
interruption or loss of civil service status or
privilege.

(e) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairperson of
the Commission may procure temporary and
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, at rates for indi-
viduals which do not exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for level V of the Executive Schedule
under section 5316 of such title.
SEC. 206. SUPPORT SERVICES.

The Administrator of the General Services
Administration shall provide to the Commis-
sion on a reimbursable basis such adminis-
trative support services as the Commission
may request.
SEC. 207. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
$2,000,000 to the Commission as required by
this title to carry out the provisions of this
title.

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2401

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself Mr.

HAGEL, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. DODD, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. KERREY,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. AL-
LARD, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
BOND, Mr. BURNS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.

DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FITZ-
GERALD, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMS, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. SESSIONS,
and Ms. LANDRIEU) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the bill, H.R. 434, supra: as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Food and
Medicine for the World Act’’.
SEC. 2. REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL AP-

PROVAL OF ANY UNILATERAL AGRI-
CULTURAL OR MEDICAL SANCTION.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602).

(2) AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM.—The term
‘‘agricultural program’’ means—

(A) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et. seq.);

(B) any program administered under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431);

(C) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5601
et. seq.);

(D) the dairy export incentive program ad-
ministered under section 153 of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a–14);

(E) any commercial export sale of agricul-
tural commodities; or

(F) any export financing (including credits
or credit guarantees) provided by the United
States Government for agricultural com-
modities.

(3) JOINT RESOLUTION.—The term ‘‘joint
resolution’’ means—

(A) in the case of subsection (b)(1)(B), only
a joint resolution introduced within 10 ses-
sion days of Congress after the date on which
the report of the President under subsection
(b)(1)(A) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section 2(b)(1)(A)
of the Food and Medicine for the World Act,
transmitted on lllllll.’’, with the
blank completed with the appropriate date;
and

(B) in the case of subsection (e)(2), only a
joint resolution introduced within 10 session
days of Congress after the date on which the
report of the President under subsection
(e)(1) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section 2(e)(1) of
the Food and Medicine for the World Act,
transmitted on lllllll.’’, with the
blank completed with the appropriate date.

(4) MEDICAL DEVICE.—The term ‘‘medical
device’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).

(5) MEDICINE.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has
the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321).

(6) UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL SANCTION.—
The term ‘‘unilateral agricultural sanction’’
means any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on carrying out an agricultural program
with respect to a foreign country or foreign
entity that is imposed by the United States
for reasons of foreign policy or national se-
curity, except in a case in which the United
States imposes the measure pursuant to a
multilateral regime and the other member

countries of that regime have agreed to im-
pose substantially equivalent measures.

(7) UNILATERAL MEDICAL SANCTION.—The
term ‘‘unilateral medical sanction’’ means
any prohibition, restriction, or condition on
exports of, or the provision of assistance con-
sisting of, medicine or a medical device with
respect to a foreign country or foreign entity
that is imposed by the United States for rea-
sons of foreign policy or national security,
except in a case in which the United States
imposes the measure pursuant to a multilat-
eral regime and the other member countries
of that regime have agreed to impose sub-
stantially equivalent measures.

(b) RESTRICTION.—
(1) NEW SANCTIONS.—Except as provided in

subsections (c) and (d) and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the President
may not impose a unilateral agricultural
sanction or unilateral medical sanction
against a foreign country or foreign entity,
unless—

(A) not later than 60 days before the sanc-
tion is proposed to be imposed, the President
submits a report to Congress that—

(i) describes the activity proposed to be
prohibited, restricted, or conditioned; and

(ii) describes the actions by the foreign
country or foreign entity that justify the
sanction; and

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under subparagraph (A).

(2) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), with respect to any unilat-
eral agricultural sanction or unilateral med-
ical sanction that is in effect as of the date
of enactment of this Act, the President shall
terminate the sanction.

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to a unilateral agricultural sanc-
tion or unilateral medical sanction imposed
with respect to—

(i) any program administered under section
416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1431);

(ii) the Export Credit Guarantee Program
(GSM-102) or the Intermediate Export Credit
Guarantee Program (GSM-103) established
under section 202 of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622); or

(iii) the dairy export incentive program ad-
ministered under section 153 of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (15 U.S.C. 713a–14).

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (b) shall not
affect any authority or requirement to im-
pose (or continue to impose) a sanction re-
ferred to in subsection (b)—

(1) against a foreign country or foreign en-
tity with respect to which Congress has en-
acted a declaration of war that is in effect on
or after the date of enactment of this Act; or

(2) to the extent that the sanction would
prohibit, restrict, or condition the provision
or use of any agricultural commodity, medi-
cine, or medical device that is—

(A) controlled on the United States Muni-
tions List established under section 38 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778);

(B) controlled on any control list estab-
lished under the Export Administration Act
of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2401 et seq.); or

(C) used to facilitate the development or
production of a chemical or biological weap-
on or weapon of mass destruction.

(d) COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL
TERRORISM.—Subsection (b) shall not affect
the prohibitions in effect on or after the date
of enactment of this Act under section 620A
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2371) on providing, to the government
of any country supporting international ter-
rorism, United States government assist-
ance, including United States foreign assist-
ance, United States export assistance, or any
United States credits or credit guarantees.
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(e) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—Any uni-

lateral agricultural sanction or unilateral
medical sanction that is imposed pursuant to
the procedures described in subsection (b)(1)
shall terminate not later than 2 years after
the date on which the sanction became effec-
tive unless—

(1) not later than 60 days before the date of
termination of the sanction, the President
submits to Congress a report containing the
recommendation of the President for the
continuation of the sanction for an addi-
tional period of not to exceed 2 years and the
request of the President for approval by Con-
gress of the recommendation; and

(2) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under paragraph (1).

(f) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) REFERRAL OF REPORT.—A report de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1)(A) or (e)(1) shall
be referred to the appropriate committee or
committees of the House of Representatives
and to the appropriate committee or com-
mittees of the Senate.

(2) REFERRAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A joint resolution shall

be referred to the committees in each House
of Congress with jurisdiction.

(B) REPORTING DATE.—A joint resolution
referred to in subparagraph (A) may not be
reported before the eighth session day of
Congress after the introduction of the joint
resolution.

(3) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If the com-
mittee to which is referred a joint resolution
has not reported the joint resolution (or an
identical joint resolution) at the end of 30
session days of Congress after the date of in-
troduction of the joint resolution—

(A) the committee shall be discharged from
further consideration of the joint resolution;
and

(B) the joint resolution shall be placed on
the appropriate calendar of the House con-
cerned.

(4) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—
(A) MOTION TO PROCEED.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to

which a joint resolution is referred has re-
ported, or when a committee is discharged
under paragraph (3) from further consider-
ation of, a joint resolution—

(I) it shall be at any time thereafter in
order (even though a previous motion to the
same effect has been disagreed to) for any
member of the House concerned to move to
proceed to the consideration of the joint res-
olution; and

(II) all points of order against the joint res-
olution (and against consideration of the
joint resolution) are waived.

(ii) PRIVILEGE.—The motion to proceed to
the consideration of the joint resolution—

(I) shall be highly privileged in the House
of Representatives and privileged in the Sen-
ate; and

(II) not debatable.
(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN

ORDER.—The motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of the joint resolution shall not be
subject to—

(I) amendment;
(II) a motion to postpone; or
(III) a motion to proceed to the consider-

ation of other business.
(iv) MOTION TO RECONSIDER NOT IN ORDER.—

A motion to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall
not be in order.

(v) BUSINESS UNTIL DISPOSITION.—If a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the
joint resolution is agreed to, the joint reso-
lution shall remain the unfinished business
of the House concerned until disposed of.

(B) LIMITATIONS ON DEBATE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Debate on the joint reso-

lution, and on all debatable motions and ap-

peals in connection with the joint resolution,
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours,
which shall be divided equally between those
favoring and those opposing the joint resolu-
tion.

(ii) FURTHER DEBATE LIMITATIONS.—A mo-
tion to limit debate shall be in order and
shall not be debatable.

(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN
ORDER.—An amendment to, a motion to post-
pone, a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of other business, a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution, or a motion to re-
consider the vote by which the joint resolu-
tion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be
in order.

(C) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately
following the conclusion of the debate on a
joint resolution, and a single quorum call at
the conclusion of the debate if requested in
accordance with the rules of the House con-
cerned, the vote on final passage of the joint
resolution shall occur.

(D) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
An appeal from a decision of the Chair relat-
ing to the application of the rules of the Sen-
ate or House of Representatives, as the case
may be, to the procedure relating to a joint
resolution shall be decided without debate.

(5) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER
HOUSE.—If, before the passage by 1 House of
a joint resolution of that House, that House
receives from the other House a joint resolu-
tion, the following procedures shall apply:

(A) NO COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—The joint
resolution of the other House shall not be re-
ferred to a committee.

(B) FLOOR PROCEDURE.—With respect to a
joint resolution of the House receiving the
joint resolution—

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the
same as if no joint resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on
the joint resolution of the other House.

(C) DISPOSITION OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF
RECEIVING HOUSE.—On disposition of the joint
resolution received from the other House, it
shall no longer be in order to consider the
joint resolution originated in the receiving
House.

(6) PROCEDURES AFTER ACTION BY BOTH THE
HOUSE AND SENATE.—If a House receives a
joint resolution from the other House after
the receiving House has disposed of a joint
resolution originated in that House, the ac-
tion of the receiving House with regard to
the disposition of the joint resolution origi-
nated in that House shall be deemed to be
the action of the receiving House with regard
to the joint resolution originated in the
other House.

(7) RULEMAKING POWER.—This paragraph is
enacted by Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such this paragraph—

(i) is deemed to be a part of the rules of
each House, respectively, but applicable only
with respect to the procedure to be followed
in that House in the case of a joint resolu-
tion; and

(ii) supersedes other rules only to the ex-
tent that this paragraph is inconsistent with
those rules; and

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as the rules relate to the proce-
dure of that House) at any time, in the same
manner and to the same extent as in the case
of any other rule of that House.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), this section takes effect on
the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—In the case of any
unilateral agricultural sanction or unilat-
eral medical sanction that is in effect as of

the date of enactment of this Act, this sec-
tion takes effect 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act.

DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 2402

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. UNREASONABLE ACTS, POLICIES, AND

PRACTICES.
Section 301(d)(3)(B)(i) of the Trade Act of

1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411(d)(3)(B)(i)) is amended by
striking subclause (IV) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(IV) market opportunities, including the
toleration by a foreign government of sys-
tematic anticompetitive activities, which in-
clude predatory pricing, discriminatory pric-
ing, or pricing below cost of production by
enterprises or among enterprises in the for-
eign country (including state trading enter-
prises and state corporations) if the acts,
policies, or practices are inconsistent with
commercial practices and have the effect of
restricting access of United States goods or
services to the foreign market or third coun-
try markets,’’.

HARKIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 2403–
2404

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. HARKIN submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2403

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATIONS ON BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no benefits under
this Act shall be granted to any country (or
to any designated zone in that country) that
does not meet and effectively enforce the
standards regarding child labor established
by the ILO Convention (No. 182) for the
Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child
Labor.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months
after the date of enactment of this Act and
annually thereafter, the President, after con-
sultation with the Trade Policy Review Com-
mittee, shall submit a report to Congress on
the enforcement of, and compliance with,
the standards described in subsection (a).

AMENDMENT NO. 2404

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. LIMITATIONS ON BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no benefits under
this Act shall be granted to any country (or
to any designated zone in that country) that
does not meet and effectively enforce the
standards regarding child labor established
by the ILO Convention (No. 182) for the
Elimination of the Worst Forms of Child
Labor.

FEINGOLD AMENDMENTS NOS.
2405–2409

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FEINGOLD submitted five

amendments intended to be proposed
by him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2405

Strike secs. 111 and 112, and insert:
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SEC. 111. ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title V of the Trade Act
of 1974 is amended by inserting after section
506 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 506A. DESIGNATION OF SUB-SAHARAN AF-

RICAN COUNTRIES FOR CERTAIN
BENEFITS.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, the President is au-
thorized to designate a country listed in sec-
tion 4 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan Af-
rican country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b), if the President de-
termines that the country—

‘‘(A) has established, or is making con-
tinual progress toward establishing—

‘‘(i) a market-based economy, where pri-
vate property rights are protected and the
principles of an open, rules-based trading
system are observed;

‘‘(ii) a democratic society, where the rule
of law, political freedom, participatory de-
mocracy, and the right to due process and a
fair trial are observed;

‘‘(iii) an open trading system through the
elimination of barriers to United States
trade and investment and the resolution of
bilateral trade and investment disputes; and

‘‘(iv) economic policies to reduce poverty,
increase the availability of health care and
educational opportunities, expand physical
infrastructure, and promote the establish-
ment of private enterprise;

‘‘(B) does not engage in gross violations of
internationally recognized human rights or
provide support for acts of international ter-
rorism and cooperates in international ef-
forts to eliminate human rights violations
and terrorist activities; and

‘‘(C) is taking adequate measures to pre-
vent illegal transshipment of goods that is
carried out by rerouting, false declaration
concerning country of origin or place of ori-
gin, falsification of official documents, eva-
sion of United States rules of origin for tex-
tile and apparel goods, or any other means,
in accordance with the requirements of sub-
section (c) of sec 112.

‘‘(D) is taking adequate measures to pre-
vent being used as a transit point for the
shipment of goods in violation of the Agree-
ment on Textiles and Clothing or any other
applicable textile agreement.

‘‘(E) subject to the authority granted to
the President under section 502 (a), (d), and
(e), otherwise satisfies the eligibility criteria
set forth in section 502.

‘‘(2) MONITORING AND REVIEW OF CERTAIN
COUNTRIES.—The President shall monitor and
review the progress of each country listed in
section 4 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act in meeting the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (1) in order to deter-
mine the current or potential eligibility of
each country to be designated as a bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country for pur-
poses of subsection (a). The President shall
include the reasons for the President’s deter-
minations in the annual report required by
section 105 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act.

‘‘(3) CONTINUING COMPLIANCE.—If the Presi-
dent determines that a beneficiary sub-Saha-
ran African country is not making continual
progress in meeting the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (1), the President shall
terminate the designation of that country as
a beneficiary sub-Saharan African country
for purposes of this section, effective on Jan-
uary 1 of the year following the year in
which such determination is made.

‘‘(b) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT FOR
CERTAIN ARTICLES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may pro-
vide duty-free treatment for any article de-
scribed in section 503(b)(1) (B) through (G)

(except for textile luggage) that is the
growth, product, or manufacture of a bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country de-
scribed in subsection (a), if, after receiving
the advice of the International Trade Com-
mission in accordance with section 503(e),
the President determines that such article is
not import-sensitive in the context of im-
ports from beneficiary sub-Saharan African
countries.

‘‘(2) RULES OF ORIGIN.—The duty-free treat-
ment provided under paragraph (1) shall
apply to any article described in that para-
graph that meets the requirements of section
503(a)(2), except that—

‘‘(A) if the cost or value of materials pro-
duced in the customs territory of the United
States is included with respect to that arti-
cle, an amount not to exceed 15 percent of
the appraised value of the article at the time
it is entered that is attributed to such
United States cost or value may be applied
toward determining the percentage referred
to in subparagraph (A) of section 503(a)(2);
and

‘‘(B) the cost or value of the materials in-
cluded with respect to that article that are
produced in one or more beneficiary sub-Sa-
haran African countries shall be applied in
determining such percentage.

‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN
COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.’’.

(b) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE NEED LIMITA-
TION.—Section 503(c)(2)(D) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2463(c)(2)(D)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(D) LEAST-DEVELOPED BENEFICIARY DEVEL-
OPING COUNTRIES AND BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHA-
RAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES.—Subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to any least-developed bene-
ficiary developing country or any bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country.’’.

(c) TERMINATION.—Title V of the Trade Act
of 1974 is amended by inserting after section
505 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 505A. TERMINATION OF BENEFITS FOR

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES.
‘‘In the case of a country listed in section

104 of the African Growth and Opportunity
Act that is a beneficiary developing country,
duty-free treatment provided under this title
shall remain in effect through September 30,
2006.’’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
contents for title V of the Trade Act of 1974
is amended—

(1) by inserting after the item relating to
section 505 the following new item:
‘‘505A. Termination of benefits for sub-Saha-

ran African countries.’’;
and

(2) by inserting after the item relating to
section 506 the following new item:
‘‘506A. Designation of sub-Saharan African

countries for certain benefits.’’.
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section take effect on October
1, 1999.
SEC. 112. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN TEXTILES

AND APPAREL.
(a) PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of law, textile
and apparel articles described in subsection
(b) (including textile luggage) imported from
a beneficiary sub-Saharan African country,
described in section 506A(c) of the Trade Act
of 1974, shall enter the United States free of
duty and free of any quantitative limita-
tions, if—

(1) The country is taking adequate meas-
ures to prevent illegal transshipment of

goods that is carried out by rerouting, false
declaration concerning country of origin or
place of origin, falsification of official docu-
ments, evasion of United States rules of ori-
gin for textile and apparel goods, or any
other means, in accordance with the require-
ments of subsection (c).

(2) The country is taking adequate meas-
ures to prevent being used as a transit point
for the shipment of goods in violation of the
Agreement on Textiles and Clothing or any
other applicable textile agreement.

(b) PRODUCTS COVERED.—The preferential
treatment described in subsection (a) shall
apply only to the following textile and ap-
parel products:

(1) APPAREL ARTICLES ASSEMBLED IN BENE-
FICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES.—
Apparel articles assembled in one or more
beneficiary sub-Saharan African countries
from fabrics wholly formed and cut in the
United States, from yarns wholly formed in
the United States that are—

(A) entered under subheading 9802.00.80 of
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States; or

(B) entered under chapter 61 or 62 of the
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United
States, if, after such assembly, the articles
would have qualified for entry under sub-
heading 9802.00.80 of the Harmonized Tariff
Schedule of the United States but for the
fact that the articles were subjected to
stone-washing, enzyme-washing, acid wash-
ing, perma-pressing, oven-baking, bleaching,
garment-dyeing, or other similar processes.

(2) APPAREL ARTICLES CUT AND ASSEMBLED
IN BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN COUN-
TRIES.—Apparel articles cut in one or more
beneficiary sub-Saharan African countries
from fabric wholly formed in the United
States from yarns wholly formed in the
United States, if such articles are assembled
in one or more beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries with thread formed in the
United States.

(3) HANDLOOMED, HANDMADE, AND FOLKLORE
ARTICLES.—A handloomed, handmade, or
folklore article of a beneficiary sub-Saharan
African country or countries that is certified
as such by the competent authority of such
beneficiary country or countries. For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the President, after
consultation with the beneficiary sub-Saha-
ran African country or countries concerned,
shall determine which, if any, particular tex-
tile and apparel goods of the country (or
countries) shall be treated as being
handloomed, handmade, or folklore goods.

(c) CUSTOMS PROCEDURES AND ENFORCE-
MENT.—

(1) OBLIGATIONS OF IMPORTERS AND PARTIES
ON WHOSE BEHALF APPAREL AND TEXTILES ARE
IMPORTED.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, all imports to the
United States of textile and apparel goods
pursuant to this Act shall be accompanied
by—

(i)(I) the name and address of the manufac-
turer or producer of the goods, and any other
information with respect to the manufac-
turer or producer that the Customs Service
may require; and

(II) if there is more than one manufacturer
or producer, or if there is a contractor or
subcontractor of the manufacturer or pro-
ducer with respect to the manufacture or
production of the goods, the information re-
quired under subclause (I) with respect to
each such manufacturer, producer, con-
tractor, or subcontractor, including a de-
scription of the process performed by each
such entity;

(ii) a certification by the importer of
record that the importer has exercised rea-
sonable care to ascertain the true country of
origin of the textile and apparel goods and
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the accuracy of all other information pro-
vided on the documentation accompanying
the imported goods, as well as a certification
of the specific action taken by the importer
to ensure reasonable care for purposes of this
paragraph; and

(iii) a certification by the importer that
the goods being entered do not violate appli-
cable trademark, copyright, and patent laws.

(B) LIABILITY.—The importer of record and
the final retail seller of the merchandise
shall be jointly liable for any material false
statement, act, or omission made with the
intention or effect of—

(i) circumventing any quota that applies to
the merchandise; or

(ii) avoiding any duty that would other-
wise be applicable to the merchandise.

(2) OBLIGATIONS OF COUNTRIES TO TAKE AC-
TION AGAINST TRANSSHIPMENT AND CIRCUMVEN-
TION.—The President shall ensure that any
country in sub-Saharan Africa that intends
to import textile and apparel goods into the
United States—

(A) has in place adequate measures to
guard against unlawful transshipment of tex-
tile and apparel goods and the use of coun-
terfeit documents; and

(B) will cooperate fully with the United
States to address and take action necessary
to prevent circumvention of any provision of
this section or of any agreement regulating
trade in apparel and textiles between that
country and the United States.

(3) STANDARDS OF PROOF.—
(A) FOR IMPORTERS AND RETAILERS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The United States Cus-

toms Service (in this Act referred to as the
‘‘Customs Service’’) shall seek imposition of
a penalty against an importer or retailer for
a violation of any provision of this section if
the Customs Service determines, after appro-
priate investigation, that there is a substan-
tial likelihood that the violation occurred.

(ii) USE OF BEST AVAILABLE INFORMATION.—
If an importer or retailer fails to cooperate
with the Customs Service in an investigation
to determine if there has been a violation of
any provision of this section, the Customs
Service shall base its determination on the
best available information.

(B) FOR COUNTRIES.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The President may deter-

mine that a country is not taking adequate
measures to prevent illegal transshipment of
goods or to prevent being used as a transit
point for the shipment of goods in violation
of this section if the Customs Service deter-
mines, after consultations with the country
concerned, that there is a substantial likeli-
hood that a violation of this section oc-
curred.

(ii) USE OF BEST AVAILABLE INFORMATION.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—If a country fails to co-

operate with the Customs Service in an in-
vestigation to determine if an illegal trans-
shipment has occurred, the Customs Service
shall base its determination on the best
available information.

(II) EXAMPLES.—Actions indicating failure
of a country to cooperate under subclause (I)
include—

(aa) denying or unreasonably delaying
entry of officials of the Customs Service to
investigate violations of, or promote compli-
ance with, this section or any textile agree-
ment;

(bb) providing appropriate United States
officials with inaccurate or incomplete infor-
mation, including information required
under the provisions of this section; and

(cc) denying appropriate United States of-
ficials access to information or documenta-
tion relating to production capacity of, and
outward processing done by, manufacturers,
producers, contractors, or subcontractors
within the country.

(4) PENALTIES.—

(A) FOR IMPORTERS AND RETAILERS.—The
penalty for a violation of any provision of
this section by an importer or retailer of tex-
tile and apparel goods—

(i) for a first offense (except as provided in
clause (iii)), shall be a civil penalty in an
amount equal to 200 percent of the declared
value of the merchandise, plus forfeiture of
the merchandise;

(ii) for a second offense (except as provided
in clause (iii)), shall be a civil penalty in an
amount equal to 400 percent of the declared
value of the merchandise, plus forfeiture of
the merchandise, and, shall be punishable by
a fine of not more than $100,000, imprison-
ment for not more than 1 year, or both; and

(iii) for a third or subsequent offense, or
for a first or second offense if the violation
of the provision of this section is committed
knowingly and willingly, shall be punishable
by a fine of not more than $1,000,000, impris-
onment for not more than 5 years, or both,
and, in addition, shall result in forfeiture of
the merchandise.

(B) FOR COUNTRIES.—If a country fails to
undertake the measures or fails to cooperate
as required by this section, the President
shall impose a quota on textile and apparel
goods imported from the country, based on
the volume of such goods imported during
the first 12 of the preceding 24 months, or
shall impose a duty on the apparel or textile
goods of the country, at a level designed to
secure future cooperation.

(5) APPLICABILITY OF UNITED STATES LAWS
AND PROCEDURES.—All provisions of the laws,
regulations, and procedures of the United
States relating to the denial of entry of arti-
cles or penalties against individuals or enti-
ties for engaging in illegal transshipment,
fraud, or other violations of the customs
laws, shall apply to imports of textiles and
apparel from sub-Saharan African countries,
in addition to the specific provisions of this
section.

(6) MONITORING AND REPORTS TO CON-
GRESS.—Not later than March 31 of each
year, the Customs Service shall monitor and
the Commissioner of Customs shall submit
to Congress a report on the measures taken
by each country in sub-Saharan Africa that
imports textiles or apparel goods into the
United States—

(A) to prevent transshipment; and
(B) to prevent circumvention of this sec-

tion or of any agreement regulating trade in
textiles and apparel between that country
and the United States.

(d) ADDITIONAL ENFORCEMENT.—A citizen of
the United States shall have a cause of ac-
tion in the United States district court in
the district in which the citizen resides or in
any other appropriate district to seek com-
pliance with the standards set forth under
subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section 111 and
section 112(c), of this Act with respect to any
sub-Saharan African country, including a
cause of action in an appropriate United
States district court for other appropriate
equitable relief. In addition to any other re-
lief sought in such an action, a citizen may
seek three times the value of any damages
caused by the failure of a country or com-
pany to comply. The amount of damages de-
scribed in the preceding sentence shall be
paid by the business enterprise (or business
enterprises) the operations or conduct of
which is responsible for the failure to meet
the standards set forth under subparagraphs
(A) through (G) of section 201(b)(1), section
201(c), and section 201(d) of this Act.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term
‘‘Agreement on Textiles and Clothing’’
means the Agreement on Textiles and Cloth-
ing referred to in section 101(d)(4) of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C.
3511(d)(4)).

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section take effect on October
1, 1999 and shall remain in effect through
September 30, 2006.

AMENDMENT NO. 2406
Strike Sec. 111 and insert the following:

SEC. 111 ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN BENEFITS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title V of the Trade Act

of 1974 is amended by inserting after section
506 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 506A. DESIGNATION OF SUB-SAHARAN AF-

RICAN COUNTRIES FOR CERTAIN
BENEFITS.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, the President is au-
thorized to designate a country listed in sec-
tion 4 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act as a beneficiary sub-Saharan Af-
rican country eligible for the benefits de-
scribed in subsection (b), if the President de-
termines that the country—

‘‘(A) has established, or is making con-
tinual progress toward establishing—

‘‘(i) a market-based economy, where pri-
vate property rights are protected and the
principles of an open, rules-based trading
system are observed;

‘‘(ii) a democratic society, where the rule
of law, political freedom, participatory de-
mocracy, and the right to due process and a
fair trial are observed;

‘‘(iii) an open trading system through the
elimination of barriers to United States
trade and investment and the resolution of
bilateral trade and investment disputes; and

‘‘(iv) economic policies to reduce poverty,
increase the availability of health care and
educational opportunities, expand physical
infrastructure, and promote the establish-
ment of private enterprise;

‘‘(B) does not engage in gross violations of
internationally recognized human rights or
provide support for acts of international ter-
rorism and cooperates in international ef-
forts to eliminate human rights violations
and terrorist activities;

‘‘(C) subject to the authority granted to
the President under section 502 (a), (d), and
(e), otherwise satisfies the eligibility criteria
set forth in section 502;

‘‘(D) has established that the cost or value
of the textile or apparel product produced in
the country, or by companies in any 2 or
more sub-Saharan African countries, plus
the direct costs of processing operations per-
formed in the country or such countries, is
not less than 60 percent of the appraised
value of the product at the time it is entered
into the customs territory of the United
States; and

‘‘(E) has established that not less than 90
percent of employees in business enterprises
producing the textile and apparel goods are
citizens of that country, or any 2 or more
sub-Saharan African countries.

‘‘(2) MONITORING AND REVIEW OF CERTAIN
COUNTRIES.—The President shall monitor and
review the progress of each country listed in
section 4 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act in meeting the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (1) in order to deter-
mine the current or potential eligibility of
each country to be designated as a bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country for pur-
poses of subsection (a). The President shall
include the reasons for the President’s deter-
minations in the annual report required by
section 105 of the African Growth and Oppor-
tunity Act.

‘‘(3) CONTINUING COMPLIANCE.—If the Presi-
dent determines that a beneficiary sub-Saha-
ran African country is not making continual
progress in meeting the requirements de-
scribed in paragraph (1), the President shall
terminate the designation of that country as
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a beneficiary sub-Saharan African country
for purposes of this section, effective on Jan-
uary 1 of the year following the year in
which such determination is made.

‘‘(b) PREFERENTIAL TARIFF TREATMENT FOR
CERTAIN ARTICLES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may pro-
vide duty-free treatment for any article de-
scribed in section 503(b)(1) (B) through (G)
(except for textile luggage) that is the
growth, product, or manufacture of a bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country de-
scribed in subsection (a), if, after receiving
the advice of the International Trade Com-
mission in accordance with section 503(e),
the President determines that such article is
not import-sensitive in the context of im-
ports from beneficiary sub-Saharan African
countries.

‘‘(2) RULES OF ORIGIN.—The duty-free treat-
ment provided under paragraph (1) shall
apply to any article described in that para-
graph that meets the requirements of section
503(a)(2), except that—

‘‘(A) if the cost or value of materials pro-
duced in the customs territory of the United
States is included with respect to that arti-
cle, an amount not to exceed 15 percent of
the appraised value of the article at the time
it is entered that is attributed to such
United States cost or value may be applied
toward determining the percentage referred
to in subparagraph (A) of section 503(a)(2);
and

‘‘(B) the cost or value of the materials in-
cluded with respect to that article that are
produced in one or more beneficiary sub-Sa-
haran African countries shall be applied in
determining such percentage.

‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN
COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 4 of the African Growth and
Opportunity Act that the President has de-
termined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.’’.

‘‘(c) BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN
COUNTRIES, ETC.—For purposes of this title,
the terms ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan African
country’ and ‘beneficiary sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries’ mean a country or countries
listed in section 104 of the African Growth
and Opportunity Act that the President has
determined is eligible under subsection (a) of
this section.’’.

(b) WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE NEED LIMITA-
TION.—Section 503(c)(2)(D) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2463(c)(2)(D)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(D) LEAST-DEVELOPED BENEFICIARY DEVEL-
OPING COUNTRIES AND BENEFICIARY SUB-SAHA-
RAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES.—Subparagraph (A)
shall not apply to any least-developed bene-
ficiary developing country or any bene-
ficiary sub-Saharan African country.’’.

(c) TERMINATION.—Title V of the Trade Act
of 1974 is amended by inserting after section
506A, as added by subsection (a), the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 506B. TERMINATION OF BENEFITS FOR

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES.
‘‘In the case of a country listed in section

104 of the African Growth and Opportunity
Act that is a beneficiary developing country,
duty-free treatment provided under this title
shall remain in effect through September 30,
2006.’’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
contents for title V of the Trade Act of 1974
is amended by inserting after the item relat-
ing to section 505 the following new items:

‘‘506A. Designation of sub-Saharan African
countries for certain benefits.

‘‘506B. Termination of benefits for sub-Saha-
ran African countries.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section take effect on October
1, 2000.

AMENDMENT NO. 2407
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new title:
TITLE llHIV/AIDS EPIDEMIC IN SUB-

SAHARAN AFRICA
SEC. ll01. FINDINGS AND POLICY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress finds that, in
addition to drought and famine, the HIV/
AIDS epidemic has caused countless deaths
and untold suffering among the people of
sub-Saharan Africa.

(b) POLICY.—It is the policy of Congress, in
developing new economic relations with sub-
Saharan Africa, to assist sub-Saharan Afri-
can countries in efforts to make safe and ef-
ficacious pharmaceuticals and medical tech-
nologies as widely available to their popu-
lations as possible.

(c) AMENDMENTS TO FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1961.—

(1) Section 496(a)(1) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(a)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘drought and famine’’
and inserting ‘‘drought, famine, and the HIV/
AIDS epidemic’’.

(2) Section 496(i)(2) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(i)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘(including displaced
children)’’ and inserting ‘‘(including dis-
placed children and improving HIV/AIDS
prevention and treatment programs)’’.
SEC. ll02. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO SUB-

SAHARAN AFRICAN INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY AND COMPETITION LAW.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) since the onset of the worldwide HIV/

AIDS epidemic, approximately 34,000,000 peo-
ple living in sub-Saharan Africa have been
infected with the disease;

(2) of those infected, approximately
11,500,000 have died; and

(3) the deaths represent 83 percent of the
total HIV/AIDS-related deaths worldwide.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) it is in the interest of the United States
to take all necessary steps to prevent further
spread of infectious disease, particularly
HIV/AIDS; and

(2) individual countries should have the
ability to determine the availability of phar-
maceuticals and health care for their citi-
zens in general, and particularly with re-
spect to the HIV/AIDS epidemic.

(c) LIMITATIONS ON FUNDING.—Funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available to any
department or agency of the United States
may not be obligated or expended to seek,
through negotiation or otherwise, the rev-
ocation or revisions of any sub-Saharan Afri-
can intellectual property or competition law
or policy that is designed to promote access
to pharmaceuticals or other medical tech-
nologies if the law or policy, as the case may
be, complies with the Agreement on Trade-
Related Aspects of Intellectual Property
Rights referred to in section 101(d)(15) of the
Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2408
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section:
SEC. ll. ANTICORRUPTION EFFORTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Corruption and bribery of public offi-
cials is a major problem in many African
countries and represents a serious threat to
the development of a functioning domestic
private sector, to United States business and
trade interests, and to prospects for democ-
racy and good governance in African coun-
tries.

(2) Of the 17 countries in sub-Saharan Afri-
ca rated by the international watchdog
group, Transparency International, as part
of the 1998 Corruption Perception Index, 13
ranked in the bottom half.

(3) The Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) Conven-
tion on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public
Officials in International Business Trans-
actions, which has been signed by all 29
members of the OECD plus Argentina, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Chile, and the Slovak Republic and
which entered into force on February 15,
1999, represents a significant step in the
elimination of bribery and corruption in
international commerce.

(4) As a party to the OECD Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Offi-
cials in International Business Transactions,
the United States should encourage the high-
est standards possible with respect to brib-
ery and corruption.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the United States should en-
courage at every opportunity the accession
of sub-Saharan African countries, as defined
in section 6, to the OECD Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Offi-
cials in International Business Transactions.

AMENDMENT NO. 2409
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new title:
TITLE llDEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

FOR SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN COUNTRIES
SEC. ll01. FINDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) In addition to drought and famine, the
HIV/AIDS epidemic has caused countless
deaths and untold suffering among the peo-
ple of sub-Saharan Africa.

(2) The Food and Agricultural Organization
estimates that 543,000,000 people, rep-
resenting nearly 40 percent of the population
of sub-Saharan Africa, are chronically under-
nourished.

(b) AMENDMENT TO FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1961.—Section 496(a)(1) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(a)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘drought and famine’’
and inserting ‘‘drought, famine, and the HIV/
AIDS epidemic’’.
SEC. ll02. PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANI-

ZATIONS.
Section 496(e) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(e)) is amended—
(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-

graph (3); and
(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(2) CAPACITY BUILDING.—In addition to as-

sistance provided under subsection (h), the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment shall provide capacity building
assistance through participatory planning to
private and voluntary organizations that are
involved in providing assistance for sub-Sa-
haran Africa under this chapter.’’.
SEC. ll03. TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.

Section 496(h) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(h)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) PROHIBITION ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE.—
Assistance under this section—

‘‘(A) may not include military training or
weapons; and

‘‘(B) may not be obligated or expended for
military training or the procurement of
weapons.’’.
SEC. ll04. CRITICAL SECTORAL PRIORITIES.

(a) AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND NAT-
URAL RESOURCES.—Section 496(i)(1) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2293(i)(1)) is amended—

(1) in the heading, to read as follows:
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‘‘(1) AGRICULTURE, FOOD SECURITY AND NAT-

URAL RESOURCES.—’’;
(2) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) in the heading, to read as follows:
‘‘(A) AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY.—’’;
(B) in the first sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘agricultural production in

ways’’ and inserting ‘‘food security by pro-
moting agriculture policies’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘, especially food produc-
tion,’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘agricultural
production’’ and inserting ‘‘food security and
sustainable resource use’’.

(b) HEALTH.—Section 496(i)(2) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2293(i)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘(including
displaced children)’’ and inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing displaced children and improving HIV/
AIDS prevention and treatment programs)’’.

(c) VOLUNTARY FAMILY PLANNING SERV-
ICES.—Section 496(i)(3) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(i)(3)) is
amended by adding at the end before the pe-
riod the following: ‘‘and access to prenatal
healthcare’’.

(d) EDUCATION.—Section 496(i)(4) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2293(i)(4)) is amended by adding at the end
before the period the following: ‘‘and voca-
tional education, with particular emphasis
on primary education and vocational edu-
cation for women’’.

(e) INCOME-GENERATING OPPORTUNITIES.—
Section 496(i)(5) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293(i)(5)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘labor-intensive’’; and
(2) by adding at the end before the period

the following: ‘‘, including development of
manufacturing and processing industries and
microcredit projects’’.
SEC. ll05. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

Section 496 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(p) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for
International Development shall, on a semi-
annual basis, prepare and submit to Congress
a report containing—

‘‘(1) a description of how, and the extent to
which, the Agency has consulted with non-
governmental organizations in sub-Saharan
Africa regarding the use of amounts made
available for sub-Saharan African countries
under this chapter;

‘‘(2) the extent to which the provision of
such amounts has been successful in increas-
ing food security and access to health and
education services among the people of sub-
Saharan Africa;

‘‘(3) the extent to which the provision of
such amounts has been successful in capac-
ity building among local nongovernmental
organizations; and

‘‘(4) a description of how, and the extent to
which, the provision of such amounts has
furthered the goals of sustainable economic
and agricultural development, gender equity,
environmental protection, and respect for
workers’ rights in sub-Saharan Africa.’’.
SEC. ll06. SEPARATE ACCOUNT FOR DEVELOP-

MENT FUND FOR AFRICA.
Amounts appropriated to the Development

Fund for Africa shall be appropriated to a
separate account under the heading ‘‘Devel-
opment Fund for Africa’’ and not to the ac-
count under the heading ‘‘Development As-
sistance’’.

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 2410
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. THURMOND submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill, H.R. 434, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. . TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE FOR

TEXTILE AND APPAREL WORKERS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, workers in textile and apparel firms
who lose their jobs or are threatened with
job loss as a result of either (1) a decrease in
the firm’s sales or production; or (2) a firm’s
plant or facility closure or relocation, shall
be certified by the Secretary of Labor as eli-
gible to receive adjustment assistance at the
same level of benefits as workers certified
under subchapter D of chapter 2 of title II of
the Trade Act of 1974 not later than 30 days
after the date a petition for certification is
filed under such title II.

DURBIN AMENDMENT NOS. 2411–4212

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DURBIN submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to amendment No. 2325 proposed by Mr.
ROTH to the bill, H.R. 434, supra, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2411
On page 20, line 10, after ‘‘Africa’’, insert

the following: ‘‘and to encourage sub-Saha-
ran African countries to sign the Convention
on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Offi-
cials in International Business Trans-
actions’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2412

On page 10, strike lines 3 through 12, and
insert the following:

‘‘(iii) an open trading system through the
elimination of barriers to United States
trade and investment and the resolution of
bilateral trade and investment disputes;

‘‘(iv) economic policies to reduce poverty,
increase the availability of health care and
educational opportunities, expand physical
infrastructure, and promote the establish-
ment of private enterprise; and

‘‘(v) a system to combat corruption and
bribery, such as signing the Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Offi-
cials in International Business Transactions;

f

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
would like to announce that the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs will meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, November 4, 1999 at 9:30 a.m.
to conduct a Joint Hearing with the
House Committee on Resources on S.
1586, the Indian Land Consolidation
Act Amendments of 1996; and S. 1315, to
permit the leasing of oil and gas rights
on Navajo allotted lands.

The hearing will be held in room 106,
Dirksen Senate Building.

Please direct any inquiries to Com-
mittee staff at 202/224–2251.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday,
October 28, 1999, in open session, to re-
ceive testimony on U.S. National Secu-
rity Implications of the 1999 NATO
Strategic Concept.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, October 28, 1999 at
10:30 and 3:00 p.m. to hold two hearings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee be per-
mitted to meet on Thursday, October
28, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. for a hearing on
the nomination of Joshua Gotbaum to
be Controller, Office of Management
and Budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, October 28, 1999 at
2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on in-
telligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, BUSINESS
RIGHTS, AND COMPETITION

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee
on Antitrust, Business Rights, and
Competition requests unanimous con-
sent to conduct a hearing on Thursday,
October 28, 1999 beginning at 1:30 p.m.
in Dirksen Room 226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANUFACTURING AND
COMPETITIVENESS

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Manufac-
turing and Competitiveness Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Thurs-
day, October 28, 1999, at 2:00 p.m. on
challenges confronting machine tool
industry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND

SPACE

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Science,
Technology and Space Subcommittee
of the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation be
authorized to meet on Thursday, Octo-
ber 28, 1999, at 10:00 a.m. on E-Com-
merce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Water and Power of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, October 28, for purposes of
conducting a Water and Power Sub-
committee hearing which is scheduled
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to begin at 2:30 p.m. The purpose of
this oversight hearing is to receive tes-
timony on the Federal hydroelectric li-
censing process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

150TH ANNIVERSARY OF PFIZER,
INC.

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate Pfizer, Inc., on
its 150th anniversary and to applaud
the company for its many innovations
in the pharmaceutical industry. The
history of Pfizer is one of risk-taking,
confident decision-making, and dra-
matic medical advances. It is the story
of a small chemical company founded
in Brooklyn, New York, which over 150
years has evolved into one of the
world’s premier pharmaceutical enter-
prises.

Cousins Charles Pfizer and Charles
Erhart emigrated to the United States
from Germany in the mid-1840s. In New
York City, the young cousins combined
their skills and in 1849 founded a small
chemical firm. Charles Pfizer & Com-
pany improved the American chemical
market by manufacturing specialty
chemicals that had not yet been pro-
duced in America. During its first 75
years, the company made many impor-
tant discoveries and marketed popular
and effective drug treatments. Union
soldiers used Pfizer drugs extensively
during the Civil War.

However, Pfizer’s real emergence as
an industry leader was the result of a
daring risk taken by Pfizer executives
in the 1940s. In 1928, when Alexander
Fleming discovered the germ-killing
properties of penicillin, he knew that it
could have a profound medical value.
Yet, Fleming could not figure out a
way to mass-produce the drug. In 1941,
following new discoveries relating to
this ‘‘wonder drug’’, Pfizer executives
put their own stocks at stake and in-
vested millions of dollars in finding a
way to mass-produce penicillin. Even-
tually, they succeeded. The break-
through came just in time to send peni-
cillin to the front lines of World War II.

From that point forward, Pfizer
evolved into an international leader in
the pharmaceutical industry, opening
facilities around the globe and devel-
oping new and effective antibiotics to
combat deadly infectious diseases.
Pfizer’s products, which treat a variety
of diseases and disorders, are now
available in 150 countries. The com-
pany also has thriving consumer health
care and animal health care divisions.
Pfizer now employs close to 50,000 peo-
ple in 85 countries, including 4,939 em-
ployees in their Groton research facil-
ity, which lies in my home state of
Connecticut.

The desire to live a healthy life is
universal. But for millions of people
around the world, access to high qual-
ity health care remains out of reach.
Pfizer is committed to bringing its
medicines to those in need. Through

Sharing the Care, a program started in
1993, Pfizer has filled more than 3.0 mil-
lion prescriptions—valued at over $170
million—for more than one million un-
insured patients in the United States.
The program was cited by American
Benefactor, a leading philanthropy
journal, in selecting Pfizer as one of
America’s 25 most generous companies
for 1998.

Pfizer today is renowned as one of
the world’s most admired corporations
for the many contributions it has made
to our society. I applaud Pfizer on its
150th anniversary for its continued ef-
forts to making this nation and this
world a healthier place.∑

f

RESIGNATION OF WALLY BEYER
∑ Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the achievements of
a true public servant, a fellow North
Dakotan, and a man I am proud to call
my friend.

Wally Beyer has served this nation as
Administrator of the Rural Utilities
Service, the former Rural Electric Ad-
ministration, for 6 years now.

Wally is the 12th administrator of
the agency originally created by
Franklin Roosevelt; an agency that has
developed as we’ve developed as a na-
tion: from providing basic electric and
telecommunications needs for Amer-
ica’s rural areas, to making sure rural
America takes its rightful place in the
new communication age.

Wally has helped steer the RUS to-
ward not only providing the critical
continuing need for clean water and
waste water facilities, but into new
territory of critical distance-learning
and medical links for areas that other-
wise might not have access to these
important services.

Since he was first nominated by
President Clinton and confirmed by the
Senate in late 1993, Wally’s steady
hand, professional skill and patience
has served our Nation well.

Whether it was to guide the refi-
nancing of electric borrowers through
the high interest years of the 1970’s and
80’s, or to lead the modernization and
stream-lining of rules and regulations
at the RUA, Wally Beyer managed the
agency with a careful balancing of the
needs of rural America and the needs of
the American taxpayer.

Wally Beyer has served this nation
well. As a crew chief for the U.S. Air
Force air rescue squadron in the Carib-
bean in the 50’s, as an engineer for the
Verendrye Electric Cooperative bring-
ing electricity to north central North
Dakota, and as head of the reinvigo-
rated RUS.

Wally plans to return to our native
North Dakota, along with his wife Pat.
With three married children and three
growing grandchildren, he says he will
stay active and involved in public serv-
ice. Washington’s loss will be North
Dakota’s gain as Wally Beyer returns
home to the land we both love.

In a recent speech announcing those
plans, Wally said, ‘‘My season has
come. I feel good about it. I’ve got to
get back to North Dakota where the
air is sweet. You won’t miss me when
I’m gone.’’

Well Wally. Your legacy at the RUS
is in tact, and thanks to your hard
work is, as you said, ‘‘humming
along.’’

But you are wrong to say you won’t
be missed. Your selfless service to the
public good will be missed by many,
who will have to continue the restruc-
turing of the electric utility industry
without your sure hand.

You will be missed by those electric
consumers in 46 States that were well
aware that you, as a rural resident, un-
derstood their needs.

And you will be missed by those who
relied on your friendship and good
judgement when seeking to solve the
long term problems continuing to
plague rural America.

So, as you take your leave, I know
my colleagues in the Senate join me in
wishing you and your family the very
best in what ever path you choose.

You have made a lasting impact and
a worthwhile contribution to your
country. Wally Beyer, you have made a
difference and we are all better for it.
Thank you, Mr. Administrator.∑

f

IN RECOGNITION OF CAMIE OGREN

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is
my pleasure today to recognize an out-
standing South Carolina athlete,
Camie Ogren. In August, Camie
brought home gold medals in the tricks
event, the jump event and the team
overall competition in the 1999 World
Disabled Water Ski Championships in
Windsor, England. This was her fifth
trip to the international competition
representing the U.S. Disabled Water
Ski Team. In 1998, Camie broke the
women’s world record for slalom at the
National Disabled Championships in
Birmingham, Ala., where she also won
four gold medals in the leg amputee di-
vision.

Skiing has been an important part of
Camie’s life since her childhood in
Windermere, Florida near Orlando, and
in the finest athletic spirit, she contin-
ued to pursue the sport after bone can-
cer claimed her right leg more than 10
years ago when she was 15. Two weeks
after her leg was amputated, Camie
was back in the water and a few
months later she competed in her first
world championship in Australia where
she earned second and third place hon-
ors.

She moved to Charleston, S.C. a year
and a half ago to work with the Med-
ical University of South Carolina’s An-
chors Away program. Operated through
the Department of Physical Medicine
and Rehabilitation, Anchors Away al-
lows people with disabilities and their
families access to boats and other rec-
reational activities, mostly on the
water. With her expertise, Camie
helped Anchors Away form a disabled
water ski team that competes in na-
tional competitions and has also con-
ducted out-of-town ski clinics in South
and North Carolina.
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Camie is a remarkable person and

athlete whose warmth and dedication
to the sport of water-skiing has en-
deared her to the Charleston commu-
nity. She serves as a powerful example
to persons with disabilities of what
they can achieve in the realm of com-
petition. South Carolina is lucky to
have Camie Ogren and her limitless en-
ergy in advancing her sport and its
athletes.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL BERNT
BALCHEN

∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Col.
Bernt Balchen, A Norwegian-born
pilot, became one of America’s great
Arctic experts of the 20th Century. A
patriotic American, he was also a great
friend of the State of Alaska.

Born in Norway on October 23, 1899.
Colonel Balchen served in the French
Foreign Legion, and both the Finnish
and Norwegian Armies in World War I;
and became a pilot in the Norwegian
Naval Air Corps in 1921.

Throughout the 1920’s and 1930’s Colo-
nel Balchen participated in numerous
trans-Atlantic and Arctic expeditions.
During 1928–1930, Balchen was chief
pilot on Admiral Byrd’s Atlantic expe-
dition and on November 29, 1929, he pi-
loted the first airplane, a Ford tri-
motor ‘‘Floyd Bennett’’ across the
South Pole. Congress conferred United
States citizenship of Colonel Balchen
in 1931.

When World War II started in 1939,
Colonel Balchen began ferrying air-
planes to England and Singapore for
the British. In 1941, he joined the
United States Army Air Corps at the
request of General ‘‘Hap’’ Arnold, and
was assigned to Greenland to Supervise
the Construction of, and later com-
mand, our famous airbase known as
‘‘Bluie West 8’’. His command is cred-
ited with numerous rescue missions
saving many pilots whose planes had
gone down on the icecap.

In 1943, Balchen became chief of al-
lied transportation command for Nor-
way, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, and
the Soviet Union, operating out of a se-
cret base in Scotland. During that pe-
riod, his command regularly flew
across enemy-occupied territory to res-
cue downed allied airmen and insert
commandos and intelligence agents be-
hind enemy lines. He also led highly se-
cret missions into Norway to resupply
underground resistance forces for their
operations against the German army of
occupation.

After the war, Balchen was recalled
to active duty with the United States
Air Force in 1948 and assigned to com-
mand the 10th rescue squadron at
Elemendorf Air Force Base, Alaska.
The techniques of Arctic Rescue that
Colonel Balchen developed during this
assignment continue to save the lives
of civilian and military personnel to
this day. In May 1949, he flew a Douglas
C–54 from Fairbanks, Alaska over the
North Pole to Oslo, Sweden, becoming
the first pilot to fly over both Poles.

Colonel Balchen was transferred to
headquarters, United States Air Force
in 1951 to participate in developing the
Ballistic missile early warning system
(BMEWS). Also, he was instrumental in
the establishment of Thule Air Force
base in Greenland and blazed airborne
trails to assist both commercial and
military aviation in the Arctic region.
After retiring from the Air Force in
1956, Balchen continued to serve on
special assignment and as a consultant
to the military.

Col. Bernt Balchen died on October
23, 1973, and is buried in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery. His lifetime achieve-
ments influenced the course of Avia-
tion, arctic, and military history. His
legacy to this country and to my State
of Alaska is a strong northern defense,
an established transpolar aviation sys-
tem, a better understanding of the
world’s polar regions, and, of course,
the lives of those rescued by Colonel
Balchen and the men and women who
continue his work with the United
States Air Force Rescue Service.∑

f

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FIS-
CAL YEAR 2000

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate now proceed
to the consideration of H.J. Res. 73, the
continuing resolution, which is at the
desk. I further ask consent the joint
resolution be read a third time and
passed and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 73)
was read the third time and passed.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
the Senate immediately proceed to ex-
ecutive session to consider the fol-
lowing nominations on the Executive
Calendar:

No. 98, Cheryl Shavers, to be Under
Secretary of Commerce for Tech-
nology; No. 99, Kelly Carnes, to be As-
sistant Secretary of Commerce for
Technology Policy; No. 133, Lawrence
Harrington, to serve on the Inter-
American Development Bank; Nos. 244,
245, and 246, three Mississippi River
Commissioners; No. 253, Thomas Leary,
to be a Federal Trade Commissioner;
No. 254, Stephen Van Beek, to be Asso-
ciate Deputy Secretary of Transpor-
tation; No. 255, Michael Frazier, for the
position of Assistant Secretary of
Transportation; No. 256, Gregory
Rohde, to be Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Communications; No.
270, Florence-Marie Cooper, to be a
U.S. district judge in the Central Dis-
trict of California; No. 274, Barbara
Lynn, to be a U.S. district judge for the
Northern District of Texas; No. 277,
Gerald Poje, to serve on the Chemical
Safety and Hazard Investigation Board;
No. 278, Skila Harris, to be on the TVA

Board of Directors; No. 279, Glenn
McCullough, to be on the TVA Board of
Directors; No. 238, Dorian Vanessa
Weaver, for the Export-Import Bank;
and No. 239, Dan Renberg, to be on the
Export-Import Bank; and then Nos. 281
through 290, ten sentencing commis-
sioners; and No. 293, Paul Seave, to be
U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District
of California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAHAM. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. I have a question of
the leader. Will the majority leader
agree to delete No. 279 from the list of
nominations?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I inquire of
the Senator, is that Glenn McCullough
of Mississippi, my home State, to be a
member of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority board of directors?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes.
Mr. LOTT. No, I will not agree to

that. I should point out there are some
27 nominations—25 nominations plus 2
more on which I was going to ask for
agreement on a time limit and a vote,
the nomination of Linda Morgan to be
a member of the Surface Transpor-
tation Board—her nomination has been
held up quite sometime, but I have
agreement now to proceed to a re-
corded vote on that one, and also No.
271, the nomination of Ronald Gould of
Washington to be a U.S. judge for the
Ninth Circuit. We need to request 1
hour of debate and a recorded vote.
There are a total of 27 nominations
here, including 2 that will have to have
a recorded vote. It is a package. They
all go or none go.

Mr. GRAHAM. In light of that, Mr.
President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I can be
heard briefly on that. I want to empha-
size this is a very large package of 27
nominations. Most of them are people
who are supported by Democrats, I
guess 23, 24, 25 of those. There are two
or three that are Republican positions.
One of them is for the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority, which I presume is
being objected to for an unrelated rea-
son because, clearly, there is no prob-
lem with this nominee.

I will be back early next week with
additional nominations that will run
this package up to, I presume, between
34 and 40 nominations. All I can do is
get them cleared and then offer them
to the Democrats. If they object, then
that is their problem.

I should also note that included in
this group was not one, not two, but
three judges, two of them women. One
of the women is from California and
one of them is from Texas. So for one
6-year appointment—I believe it is a 6-
year term—to the Tennessee Valley
Authority where there is a need for
these two directors, they are willing to
hold up 27 nominations, including two
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women nominated to U.S. district
courts.

That is not real smart. I do not quite
understand it, and I hope the leader-
ship and the President will speak to
those who object in this way because I
have heard all kinds of rhetoric today
about how it is difficult if you are a
woman or minority to get your nomi-
nation approved. In fact, I believe the
record will show over the last 3 years
this Congress and the previous Con-
gress has confirmed a higher percent-
age of women and minorities than any
Congress in history.

I do note it is pretty hard to go back
and look at all the nominations and de-
termine exactly how many minorities
were approved because there is no
record. We do not check whether you
are a minority—African American or
Hispanic or Asian. You are a person.
All we can tell by your name is if you
are a man or woman. Based on just the
gender statistic, in fact, since I have
been majority leader, I believe the
record will show we have approved a
lot more women than George Mitchell
did when he was majority leader.

These accusations that were made
today ring hollow. I hate to see the
Senate stoop to that level. I met with
White House officials today and told
them we were going to try to clear
these 27 nominations, and we will keep
trying to move them all. I do not think
it is reasonable to try to hold up one 6-
year-term nominee to try to get two
lifetime nominees to the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals, a circuit that already
has too many activist judges in it, a
circuit that is the most liberal in this
country, a circuit that is overruled
more than any other circuit in the
country by the Supreme Court, a cir-
cuit basically that is out of control.
The nominees for these two positions
have given rise to a great deal of con-
troversy, to serious questions about
whether they would be activists on the
court, and to grave concerns about
their records.

I understand the objection, and hope-
fully we can clear it up early tomorrow
or next week. I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

f

IN HONOR OF JOHN CHAFEE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I was
in New York on Monday to hold a hear-
ing of the Y2K Committee when Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, a member of that com-
mittee, joined me. I greeted him with
the normal good humor that we greet
one of our colleagues, but he did not re-
spond in good humor. Instead, he said
to me: I have very sad news. I was a lit-
tle surprised at that and asked him
what was so significant as to cause him
to be so downcast. He said: John Chafee
died. That was very sad news, indeed.

I was stunned, along with my col-
league from New York, and had to re-
flect on how recently I had seen John

Chafee, spoken with him, found him in
good spirits, if not in good health. In-
deed, I thought he was in good health.

On Friday of last week, I was ad-
dressing a group of students from the
State of Utah answering their ques-
tions about the Senate and Senate pro-
cedure and Senate life and was inter-
ested when I got a question that I often
get from people outside of the political
arena. It was: Tell us about life as a
Senator. And specifically this question
was: Tell us about the Senators. Then
the questioner said: Tell us who your
friends are.

That is always an interesting ques-
tion. You want to be careful about the
answer because you do not want to of-
fend anyone by leaving them out. But I
said to that group on Friday: I have
many friends in the Senate, but one of
my closest friends is John Chafee.

I put those two incidents over the
weekend together. On Friday, I am cit-
ing the name of John Chafee as one of
my closest friends, and on Monday, one
of my other friends in this body tells
me of John’s passing.

I have waited until now to take the
floor to pay tribute to John Chafee,
partly because of the press of business
and partly because I was afraid I could
not keep my composure. Those who
know me well know my emotions
sometimes run very close to the sur-
face. I get dewy-eyed at the dedication
of a parking lot. For that reason, an
occasion such as this one can be a dif-
ficult one. At the same time, however,
I want to look at the death of John
Chafee from a slightly different per-
spective.

We mourn his passing. We become
emotional at the thought of his loss.
But we should recognize in many ways
this is a time for rejoicing.

I have had the experience, along with
many others, of dealing with aging par-
ents. My father was 95, my mother 96,
when they passed away—neither one of
them in good health.

My mother dealt with an aging par-
ent in her lifetime, a father who had a
stroke and then lingered for a number
of years thereafter. Mother used to say
to us: If I’m killed in an automobile ac-
cident, rejoice. I don’t look forward to
going through old age.

When people retire, very often they
go downhill rapidly. John showed no
signs of that, but his health was fail-
ing. He had been in the hospital for a
back problem. He was not an old man
by my standards. Seventy-seven seems
increasingly younger as I get closer to
it myself. But I think of the possibility
of John Chafee running downhill in old
age. I think we might rejoice that he
was spared that.

John Chafee left at the top of his
game, at the top of his form. He was a
Senator’s Senator. He was involved in
everything. We did not vote together
very often, but when we did, he was al-
ways grateful; and when we did not, he
was always understanding. I never had
an occasion where John Chafee was dis-
approving.

We stood together on one issue where
we were two of four Republicans—one
of the occasions where we crossed the
line; John did that more often than I—
to join with a group of Democrats.
That was the flag amendment. John
and I both had great reverence for the
flag of the United States, but we felt
our reverence for the Constitution out-
weighed that and that the Constitution
should not be amended to deal with a
nonexistent problem because flag burn-
ing is no longer going on in the United
States, except by those who want to
goad us into attempting to amend the
Constitution. At least that is the way I
saw it and that is the way John saw it.
He was always friendly and supportive
when we had those kinds of problems.

The thing I will remember the most
about John Chafee, as a Senator’s Sen-
ator, was the way he would go after
problems and not people, the way he
would tackle challenges and not the
challengers, the way he would main-
tain a constant good humor, even in
the face of difficulties within his own
party or difficulties from across the
aisle.

It is a time for rejoicing, rejoicing
because we had the privilege of dealing
with this man, right up to the end of
his life, and then seeing him spared the
long good-bye that we are seeing in
others—Ronald Reagan, for example. I
think if John Chafee were given the
choice, he would take the choice the
Good Lord has given him rather than
lingering on in some crippled fashion.
He had a weak heart, weaker than any
of us knew. The possibility of that kind
of situation was perhaps there, but I
am following the advice of my mother,
who, looking at the possibility of an
old age, said: If I’m taken suddenly,
don’t mourn. Rejoice.

There is very little I think we can
add to the accomplishments of John
Chafee’s life. We can rejoice that we
knew him, served with him, and we
were with him right up to the moment
where he left, as I say, at the top of his
game.

I extend my deepest sympathies and
condolences to his family. I have met
both his wife and his son. I know what
fine people they are. I know how des-
perately they feel this loss.

f

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 29,
1999

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on Fri-
day, October 29. I further ask consent
that on Friday, immediately following
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and the Senate then begin
30 minutes of debate equally divided
between the two leaders on H.R. 434,
the African trade bill. I further ask
consent that the cloture vote occur at
10 a.m. on Friday.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. BENNETT. For the information
of all Senators, the Senate will begin
debate on the African trade bill at 9:30
a.m. Following 30 minutes of debate,
the Senate will proceed to a cloture
vote on the Roth substitute amend-
ment to the trade bill. Therefore, the
first vote will occur at approximately
10 a.m.

If cloture is not invoked on the trade
bill, it is the majority leader’s inten-
tion to move on to other legislative
items. This trade bill has been the
pending business for 1 week, as of to-
morrow’s date. One week is precious
time when the end of a congressional
session is near. The majority leader
will, of course, notify the minority
leader as to the next legislative item
that he intends to bring up.

The Senate may also begin consider-
ation of the conference report to ac-
company the D.C./Labor-HHS bill, with
the vote anticipated early next week.

f

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BENNETT. If there is no further
business to come before the Senate, I
now ask unanimous consent that the
Senate stand in adjournment under the
previous order, following the remarks
of the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Florida.

f

COMMENDING SENATOR BENNETT

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have
a statement to make on legislation
which I will introduce this evening.
But prior to that, I express my grati-
tude for the eloquence of the remarks
the Senator from Utah has just deliv-
ered on behalf of our friend, John
Chafee1. Many of us have attempted to
reach into our souls and express the
depth of our affection for this special
man. The Senator from Utah has suc-
ceeded in that effort. I commend him
and thank him for sharing those emo-
tions.

Mr. President, I have a second item
before I turn to my remarks for pur-
poses of an introduction.

f

THE TAX EXTENDER BILL

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I have
exercised the prerogative, which is
each Senator’s, to place a hold, which
means legislation cannot be brought up
without at least referring to and dis-
cussing it with the Senator who has
placed the hold. In this case, I did so on
the legislation which is commonly re-
ferred to as the tax extender bill. This
is legislation which extends the life of
a number of current tax provisions. As
a member of the Finance Committee, I
support this legislation and I will vote

for this legislation. I am going to an-
nounce publicly that I am withdrawing
the hold I had on that legislation. I
will give a brief explanation.

First, I am doing so because I think,
in the spirit of comity and the effort to
get important work accomplished dur-
ing what I hope will be the relatively
few days remaining in this first session
of the 106th Congress, it is appropriate
to allow the Senate to take up this leg-
islation without further delay insofar
as it is the product of my action.

Second, an explanation of why I im-
posed the hold in the first instance: I
supported this legislation. I supported
it in large part because it meets what
I think is a fundamental test—it is
paid for. This legislation contains in-
creases in certain taxes sufficient to
cover the cost of the tax relief which
will be made available through the ex-
tenders. Not to do that would have had
the effect of dipping into the surplus.
Now that means dipping into the So-
cial Security surplus, since we have al-
ready spent the non-Social Security
surplus. This bill meets the test of
being fiscally prudent.

However, I alert the Senate that
there was another bill, which in many
ways was a companion of the tax ex-
tender legislation, voted out of the Fi-
nance Committee almost simulta-
neously with the tax extender legisla-
tion. That is legislation which will pro-
vide for increases in the reimburse-
ment level to providers of various
health care services under the Medi-
care program. Again, I support the con-
cept that there is a justifiable case for
increasing those reimbursements. We
have done so, in this legislation that
the Senate will possibly soon be consid-
ering, in the amount of approximately
$1 billion in fiscal year 2000, $5 billion
in fiscal year 2001, and an additional $9
billion over the next 8 years, for a total
of $15 billion.

My criticism of that legislation is,
unlike the tax extender bill, it is not
paid for. Therefore, we will be asked to
vote for $15 billion of additional spend-
ing, which will have to come directly
out of the Social Security surplus. It
had been my intention, by holding the
tax extender bill, to propose an amend-
ment to the tax extender bill which
would have been the additional reim-
bursement for Medicare providers but
with an appropriate offset so that there
would be $15 billion either of reduced
spending elsewhere or additional taxes
to pay for the additional reimburse-
ment for Medicare providers. It had
been my thought that by merging
these two bills together and using this
as an opportunity to provide the offsets
for the Medicare reimbursement in-
creases, we would be able to send to the
House of Representatives legislation
which it might both consider and fa-
vorably vote upon.

It now appears that, in fact, we are
not going to take up the increased re-
imbursement to Medicare providers, at
least not take it up as separate legisla-
tion. Rather, it will be either delayed

to some future date or taken up as part
of the likely end-of-session major fi-
nancial compromise.

It appears as if there is no purpose to
be gained by holding the tax extender
bill for purposes of offering an amend-
ment to a bill which is not going to be
taken up anyway. For those somewhat
convoluted reasons, but reasons which
I hope will be satisfactory to the Mem-
bers of the body, my colleagues, I am
announcing that I am lifting the hold
on the tax extender bill. It is my hope
that we will soon pass it and that it
will serve as a model for other legisla-
tion when we decide that it is impor-
tant enough to extend a tax benefit to
a certain class of taxpayers, or impor-
tant enough to increase spending in the
form of additional appropriations to
certain citizens of this country, that
we will have the fortitude to make the
judgment as to how we are going to
pay for either those reductions in rev-
enue from one source or increase in ap-
propriations to another.

(The remarks of Mr. GRAHAM per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1827
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to pro-
ceed as in morning business for 4 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair be-
cause I know it is extending beyond the
time which the Senate was to be in ses-
sion, and as always I appreciate his
courtesy.

f

COMMENDATION OF SENATOR
GRAHAM

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, before the
Senator from Florida leaves the floor,
let me commend him for a very vision-
ary statement about education, the
need for an additional large number of
teachers, and the vast source of knowl-
edge which we can tap if we utilize peo-
ple who have had a previous occupation
and then are willing to go into teach-
ing, which surely is as high a calling as
exists, I believe, anywhere in the
world. Teachers should be placed way
up there on a pedestal, as far as I am
concerned, because of the responsibil-
ities they are given and the commit-
ment so many of them have shown.

I want to extend my congratulations
to the Senator from Florida for select-
ing an area where we can really make
a contribution through legislation to
not only our children but to students
at whatever age through the use of
these great pools of talent he has iden-
tified.

f

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN
CHAFEE

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, every
Member of our Senate family was
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gripped in sadness and grief when we
heard of the death of John Chafee.

John Chafee was a giant for many
reasons. He was a kind man. He was a
truly gentle and a magnificently de-
cent Senator.

Time and time again, as towering
Senators of the past, John Chafee, a
pragmatist, a moderate, a man of
sound judgment and good sense,
worked to cool the partisan passions in
this body and led his colleagues of both
parties toward common ground.

He was one of those Members to
whom Senators looked for advice and
for leadership on the host of issues in
which he was an expert—health issues,
environmental issues, transportation,
and many issues where he was one of
the most knowledgeable and effective
leaders of this body.

He brought to this body an experi-
ence which was invaluable, as a ma-
rine, a war hero in two wars, and in the
legislative battles of the Senate. One
frequently sensed in John Chafee the
kind of quiet self-confidence and

steady determination of somebody who
had survived real combat.

John Chafee was direct. He was with-
out guile. He did not posture as he am-
bled about this body. He just talked
straight and let his friends and his col-
leagues know what was on his mind
and asked how he might be helpful.

There were no hidden agendas with
John Chafee—just a straightforward,
good-natured, decent and kind human
being who cared deeply about the peo-
ple of Rhode Island and of this Nation
and who shared everything he had with
us and with this Nation.

I visited often with John Chafee in
his office, going there for advice to try
to gather from him some of the wisdom
which he had gathered over the years.

I shall miss, as will every Member of
this body, his shy smile, his special in-
tegrity. He left an indelible mark on
our hearts. I don’t know whether his
name is carved yet in that desk which
has the flowers upon it. But he left a
very deep mark on all of our hearts, on
all of our souls, and on all of our spir-
its.

We can only hope his family takes
comfort in the certain knowledge that
John Chafee will be missed by a legion
of friends, by all of his colleagues, and
we will be sustained by his memory, by
his integrity, by his character, and by
his good nature.

As long as we serve in the Senate,
every one of us who had the honor and
privilege of serving with John Chafee
will remember him in a very special
way.

Again, I thank the Chair.
I yield the floor.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in adjournment until the hour of 9:30
a.m. on Friday, October 29, 1999.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:55 p.m.,
adjourned until Friday, October 29,
1999, at 9:30 a.m.
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